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PREFACE. 


BE) [NG waited a confider- 
able time in Expettation of be- 
1 ing directly attach d, I have 
made it my Buſineſs to review 
and examine, with the utmoſt 
Attention, whatever ſeem'd liable to Objett- 
tion in the mention'd Treatiſes ; but finding 
0 profeſs'd Antagoniſt, I reſolved, notwith- 
ſtanding, to communicate ſuch Thoughts as 
occur d to me on ſeveral Articles which may 
ſeem the moſt exceptionable. As my Deſian 
in writing and publiſhing thoſe Treatiſes, 
was entirely the Advancement of Religion, 
and the propagating of Peace among the 
Profeſſors of it, ſo I thank God, Thave had 
the Satisfaftion and Encouragement, of find- 
ing nothing to invalidate, but much to con- 
firm the Principles they contain, 
In the following Eſſays, the Arguments 
J formerly urged againſt the Opinion of 
an Abſolute Infinity, are improted and 
ranged in a regular Method, fo as mutually 


2 40 
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iv The PREFACE. 

20 ſupport each other ; whereas in the Im- 
partial Enquiry (where my chief Buſineſs 
was to combat the Arguments for that O- 
pinion, and to ſhew its ill Conſequences) 
they wwere only occaſionally inſerted. And 
he like may be ſaid of divers other Sujets, 
which I occaſionally treated of both there 
and elſewhere. : : 

As the common School-Metaphyſicks are 

little more than a Science of Words, and 
ſeem to be adapted, (not ſo much to the diſ- 
covering of Truth, as) to the 2 ages. 
and defending of Error, and as the fol- 
lowing Supplemental Eſſays enter more di- 
refttly into Things, avviding all uſeleſs 
Terms or Words of Amuſement, "tis hoped they 
may yield Satisfa@tion to the Lovers of Truth, 
7 and that nothing bnt the natural Sublimity of 
| the _—_ may hinder them from being 
ap perſectiy Intelligible. 8 
| Haring had occaſion to make Uſe of the 
Diiſtinction between the Ideas of Imagination 
1 and thoſe of Intelle& (as others have done 
& before me) it is neceſſary to obſerve, that by 
Jgeas of Pure Intellect, I mean pure Notions 
of the Underſtandire, and not the proper 
Images of the Things in the Imagination. 

If any Man be diſpoſed to cavil at the 
Title, the Scripture Texts at the Bottom of 
the Title- Page may convince him, that my 
Meaning is only this, viz. That the Notion 

4 haze of the Deity, is no other than that 
1 of the Ancient Jews and moſt Primitive 
| 5 Chriſtians, 
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The PREFACE. v 


Chriſtians. For as the Former of thoſe Texts 
| (being our Saviour's own Words,) imports, 

that the Author of Nature was, at that 
time, a Known God to the Jews; ſo the 
Latter Text (being the Words of the Apoſtle 
Paul) unveil'd Bim to the Gentiles. If any 
thing has ſince render d bim an Unknown 
God, even to many among the Chriſtians, tis 
my humble Opinion, that it\ bas been the 
Doctrine of bis Abſolute Infinity, derived 
from the later Greek Philoſophers. 
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CONTENTS. 


HE Internal, droifible Ex- 
Pr 1 PANSION (or SPACE) Which 

Fe pervades and; as it were, poſ- 
>. /eſſes the very Subſtance of Mat- 
ter and All Things, aud 1N 

WHICH WE LIVE AND MOVE AND 
HAVE OUR BEINGS, is the SUBSTANCE 
of the Deity, or it is the Subject of all thoſe 
Excellencies or Perfections which conſti- 
tute the Nature or Eſſence of the Divine 
Being. Page 4. 


PROP. II. 


Tho the SUBSTANCE of the Deity is not 
circumſcribed, or limited from without, 
by any other Being, yet the very Nature 
of PERFECTION obliges us to think it 
is not ABSOLUTELY INFINITE, Of IN 


IT SELF Unlimited. 8. 
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PROP, III. 


It ſeems ſufficiently agreeable both to Scrip- 
ture and Reaſon, to ſuppoſe the Perſons 
of the TrIniTY 70 be the Yolitive, 
Imaginative and Executive Powers u- 
nited in one Common Subſtance by one 
Common Intelligence or Conſciouſneſs. 33. 


PROP. IV. 


' The Divine DCR EES were not ſtrictiy E- 


ternal (or Abſolutely Neceſſary) but Free- 
Iy proceeded from the Diome Mill, tho 
before the Exiſtence of this Inferiour 
World. - a 


TROP. V. 


T here was no Neceſſary Succeſſion (much 
leſs Space) in Eternal Exiſtence, and 
much leſs was Eternal Exiſtence neceſſa- 
rily without Succeſſion, as the Opinion 
cf an ABSOLUTE INFINITY bas been 
thought to imply. 44. 


PROP, vl. 


To aſſert that PURE CoNTINGENCES 


cannot be determinatly foreknown, is no 
Derogation from the Perfection of the 
Divine Knowledge. —̃ 
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PR O p. VII. 


Fhe HUMAN Soul is neither Matter 
ror pure Spirit, but a Being of a Middle 
Nature. between the Deity, who its 
PURELY AcTIVE, and Matter, which 
#5 PURELY PASSIVE. 64. 


PROP. VIII. 


The Propagation of the Malignity of Adam's 
farſt Sin, is a Doctrine not eafily recon- 
cileable to the Juſtice of God; of the 
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s very groſs Errors (either 
WEAVE! through Prejudice or Inadver- 

Wl tence) have ſometimes met with 

che Patronage of Men of emi- 
SE nent Learning; I have found 

N it neceſſary to abate ſomething 
of the Regard I have had for Great Names, 
and to follow the Example of the Great St. 
Auſtin who, in Diſpute with St. Ferom, 
being preſſed with the dead Weight of the 
Authority of certain Greek Writers called 
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be ow'd his Subjection to none but the di- 
- = vinely inſpired Scriptures ; and that, in reads 
- | ing all other Writings, he had Regard to 
2 the Proofs and Arguments, rather than to 

the Names of the Authors. 1 
Scarce any Opinion has met with a more 
general Reception, upon the Credit or Au- 

E thority of a few great Names, than the O- 
I | j B pinion 
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Fathers, made no Scruple to profeſs, that 
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4 
des er an Abſolutely Infinite Subſtance. 


et, whatever has been ſaid in its Defence, 


I am ſtill diſpoſed to think it fo far from 
being a Truth, that I humbly conceive it to 
be not only an Error, but the chief Support 
and Refuge of Error. Some other Opinions 
may be termed the Outworks of Error, but 
this appears to be the main Fort or Citadel; 
Tis to this that the Retreat is made, as to 
the laſt and ſureſt Defence. Here the Pa- 
trons of Tranſubſtantiation, Conſubſtantia- 
tion and Univerſal Predeſiination, find equal 


Protection. The general Reply to all Ob- 
jections is, can there be any Proport 
tween a Finite and an Abſolutely Infinite ? 


ion bee 


Shall we preſume to ſer Bounds to Abſolute- 
ly Infinite Power or Knowledge? 
Thus Error appears to have been defend- 
ed and pr ed, in an almoſt infinite Va- 
riety of Shapes, for many Apes, to the in- 
expreſſible Detriment of Mankind. 

: To remove ſo great an Evil which, by 
raiſing ſo many Diſputes, Animoſities and 
even Perſecutions, had occaſioned the ſpilling 
not only of Ink but of Blood, would be, I 
conceivd, to do fignal Service both to God 


and Man. 


This very ſerious and important Reflection 
not only diſpoſed, but compell'd me to un- 
dertake an Enquiry, the Difficulty of which 
was ſufficient to ſhock an ordinary Reſolu- 
tion. For as the Subject was the ſublimeſt 
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in it ſelf, ſo it had been rendered the moſt 


obſcure of all others by an incredible num- 


ber of uncouth Opinions and intricate Rea- 


ſonings of the Learned. 


has been attemp 


To ſurmount theſe Difficulties, I was o? 
bliged to enter into the moſt recluſe Parts 
of Philoſophy, and to ſeem an Affecter of 
Obſcurity, even when my Endeavour was 
to ſet every thing in the aleareſt 
Light. But as it is the Shadow of the Earth 
(which we call Darkneſs) that beſt diſplays 
to us the Brightneſs of the Stars, ſo tis the 
unayoidable Abſtruſity of ſtrict Reaſonin 

that beſt diſcloſes the Beauty and Luſtre 8 


Truth. 


Important, as well as the moſt Difficult, that 
ted for many Ages (for it 
not only tends to decide the moſt fatal Diſ- 


putes among Chriſtians, but it abſolutely 


ſubyerts the very fundamental Principles of 
Atheiſm;) and as it is that which is the 
main Ground- Work of whatever is to fol- 
low; and as it is therefore my chief Deſign; 


to add as much as poſſible, both to the Clear- 


neſs and Strength, of what I have elſewhere 
propoſed on that Head, I ſhall make it the 
Subject of the two firſt of thoſe Propolitions, 


to which I have determined to reduce my 
preſent Thoughts. 


—— — 


BY PROD, 


As the Enquiry into the Abſolute Infinity 
of the Divine Subſtance is perhaps the mo 
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Th Internal, Inviible ExrAxs10 N, 655 
ace) which pervades and, as it were, 
Poſſelſer the very Subſtance of MI, atter and 
A other Things, and in which ws ys 

of, AND MOVE AND HAVE OUR Beixcs, fs 
3. the "SUBSTANCE f the Deity; or it ir 
the Subject of all thoſe Exeellencies or 
_ e dyhich conftitute the N. ature 


r Eferee of Zhe Divine Beins. 


HIS: Propoſition contains no Novelty 
1 For it has not only been favoured by ma- 
ny of the moſt eminent modern Writers, (ſuch 
as Sir Tſaac Nezwton, Mr. Locke, Dr: Clarke, 
Ec, ) but it appears to have been the Doctrine 
of the moſt ancient Grecian Poets and Phi- 
loſophers, ' who borrow'd'it- from the Egyp- 
| Tians, as the Egyptiaut probably deriyed 
it from. the Iſfaclitiſb Nation. And tis 
remarkable, that when this moſt ancient 
Notion of the Divine Being was either loſt 


or corrupted among the Greeks ;'then"it 


Was that he became to T hem an Unknown 
God; a8 the Apolkle ſeems to me plain ly to 
intimate in his excellent Speech to the re- 
0 Gign Philoſophers at At bent, Acdt xvii. 
The proof of the Propol tion from Rea- 
fon that have been elſewhere”* produced, 


* See the Appendix to t the Impartial Enquiry, 
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1 
not be repeated here. But I ſhall add one 
cd ent which may ſerve inſtead of many. 


Vnleſs we will be 10 abſurd as to deny the 
divine Omnipreſence, we muſt ſay, either that 


the Divine Subſtance pervades or paſſes tho- 


row Univerſal Matter, and all 5 Beings, 
or elſe that it is Matter itſelf; or laſtly, that 
it is a mere Complieation of Pewers and 
Properties without any Subject. That it is 
not Matter itſelf, is certain. For Matter is 
not one Being, but Beings innumerable , 
none of which poſſeſſes any Perfections that 
may be properly term d Divine. That it is 

not a mere Complication of Powers and 


Properties, is no leſs certain: For Powers and 


Properties cannot conſtitute Subſtance, and 


vVvithout a Subject they are the Powers and Pro- 


perties of Nothing. It therefore follows, chat if 
the Deity be properly Omnipreſent, the Divine 
Subſtatice muſt pervade or paſs thorow, not 
only Univerſal Matter, but all other Beings ; 


or that it muſt be that very Expanſion to 


which many, through Ignorance of its 


Divine Properries give the e ame of Pure 


Mace. en 
But there is an Obje&ion, - which indeed I 


once conceived to be of -too trifling 2 Na- 
ture to be allowed a Place among the other 
Objections; yet as Mr. Jactſon has judged it 
worthy of Notice, I ſhall crave Leave; after 
wh Example, to give ita few Thou ghts, 
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Subſtance; as has been made a pear elſe- 


[6] 

The Objection is to the following Eff, 
It the Subſtance of the Deity be Ronin 
then it may be ſaid, that Parr of it is in this 
Place and Part in that; one Part of it in 
Heaven and another without it, and we 
may Properly ſpeak of an Inch, a Foot or a 
Vard of the Divine Subſtance ; all which 
Tome fanciful People imagine. to 'be very ab- 


_fard. 


1 anfyer, What doth not conſt of diſ- 
e Parts and Dimenſions; is np 


where f. It therefore follows, that to have 
2 Part here and a Part there, is no Imper- 
feRion ; for it is the neceſſary Conſequence 
of 1 — ſubſtantial. Is it to be 
thought a — to Him, whow the 
Heaven of Heavens cannot contain, to be 


partly within and partly without the Hea- 


vens, with regard to his Indiviſible Subſtance 
. and: Eſſential Preſence ; or rather, doth nat 
.the yery Expreſſion imply it Is it more ab- 
Aid or impious te ſay an Iuch or a Foot of 
the Original Increated Subſtance, than to 

Atheiftical Wits, by ſaying it has no 
=o pred or that it is an abſolute No- 
bing ? Muſt we, to avoid ſuch childiſh 


< Objections, either plainly deny the Exiſtence 
:of a Divine Being, or elſe (with the Popiſh 
7 Schools, thoſe Mints of Ablurditics) repre- 


E + See Impartil Enquiry, (P4372; 


«iÞ ſooq 
J JT : 


IH BD Od OU >. 


Teo proper Subſtances eſſentially diſtin, 


as it effectually ſubverts the fundament 
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ſent him as a mere Mathematical, or Imagi⸗ 


nary Point, and as leſs than the leaſt Particle 
of his Creation? Would not this be a great 
diſparaging and ridiculing of that Greateſt 


of Beings, whoſe awful Preſence fills Hea- 


ven and Earth? Since the Deity is confeſſed 


do be every where active throughout the 


whole Extent of Matter, He cannot but be 
ſubſtantially or extenſively preſent with eve=- 
ry Part of Matter. Otherwiſe, the Center 
of a Circle might, with equal Congruity, be 
ſuppoſed immediately to touch the Cireum- 
ference, | 

To ſay all in a Word. The Philoſophy 
of theſe Objectors, ſeems to be much upon a 
Level with that of thoſe pious Fathers, who 
thought proper to deny the Omnipreſence 
of the Divine Being, and to confine him to 
the Heavens, leſt he ſhould ſeem to ſuffer by 


the Filth and Noiſomeneſs of this inferior 


World, 
I muſt add, that as I take the Doctrine of 


as it 


(one of which pervades, contains, an 


were poſſeſſes the other) to have been fully 
demonſtrated in the impartial Enquiry, * (0 


I cannot but have the greateſt Value for i 


Principle of Spinoſa's Atheiſtick Syſtem , 


which is ſupported entirely by the Suppoſi- 


tion of One Abſolutely Infinite Subſtance. 
* p abs 
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external, is indeed a Diſpara 
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PROP, II; 


T the SutsTAnce of the Deity it nbi 
circumſcribed or limited from without, 
by any other Being, yet the very Nature 
of PERFECTION obliges us to think it 
is not ABsoLuTELY INFINITE, or 
IN IT SELF unlimited. 


| E RE, I conceive, it will be proper 
(after defiring a 'Truce with Prejudice) 
carefully to explain the Terms Finite and 
Infinite. * | 


Anite (or finiſhed) is a Poſſtive Term, of 
like Signification with Complete, Conſummate 


and Perfect; and therefore (tho, like theſe 
other Terms, originally applied to the Ef- 


fects of Art) it imports nothing that is un- 


worthy of a Being, who, having no Cauſe, 
could not be limited by any thing external, 
To be circumſcribed or limited by ſomething 
ent to any 
Being; for it imports Dependence. But to 
have Limits in itſelf (proceeding purely from 


an internal Reaſon) is, as I elſewhere f ob- 


ſerved, the utmoſt Perfection or Completion 
of Being ; foraſmuch as it imports Indepen- 
_— 5, 


On the contrary, the Word Infinite is 
a Term of a Negative Signification, and im- 


+ Impartial Enquiry. p. 209. 
ports 


—— wed 


1 


<< 


LE, 

ports the Want of Limits; without. which 
no Being (nor the Idea of any Being) can be 
Perfect or Complete. For that the Notion 
of End or Limits is Poſitive, will be ſhewn, 
from Mr. Locke, in the proper place. 

Here I cannot help obſcrving, that ſince 

the Word Perfect (as was at firſt ſaid,) pro- 
perly ſignifies the fame with Fiuiſbed or Com- 
plete, it follows, that to apply it to what is 
ſuppoſed to be in itfelf [7finite, and by Con- 
ſequence (as will be ſhewn) Incomplete, is to 
uſe it in a Senſe quite contrary to its origi- 
nal Signification, 2. e. to make it ſignify the 
ſame with Imperfect. 
I muſt further remark, that the Word Per- 
fett ſignifies not only what is Finiſbd or 
Complete, according to its original Senſe, 
but that, according to common Uſe, it often 
imports ſomething that is Good and Excel- 
lent. Thus, when we ſpeak of the Divine 
Perfections, we mean the ſupreme Excellen- 
cies, or moſt glorious Attributes which con- 
ſtitute the Eilence of the Divine Being. 

It muſt likewiſe be obſerved, that Finite 
and Tnfinite are uſed either in an Abſolute or 
a Relative Senſe. That what is Abſolutely 
Finite has Limits in itſelf; and, on the con- 


trary, that what is ſaid to be Abſolutely In- 


finite, is ſuppoſed to have no Limits in itſelf. 
That what is Relatively Finite, is limited by 
ſomething external; and that what is Re- 
latively Infinite, is only Infinite with Rela- 

tion 


[no ' 
tion to other Beings, or that it is neither 
capable of being limited by any thing exter- 
nal, nor even of being conceived as limited 
by Human Imagination. 

To ſay that a Being is Finite in the Abfo 
lute Senſe (or that it is limited in itſelf, tho' 
not circumſcribed by any other Being) is ta 
ſay no more than this, g. that it is com- 

pletely or perfectly what it is, or that it is (in 
itſelf conſider d) capable of being defined 
to be 'This or Thar, ſo as to be diſtinguiſh 'd 
from All other Beings. If thus much cannot 
be ſaid of the Deity, then it demonſtrably 
follows, that he muſt be the All or the En- 
tire Univerſe; which is downright Spino- 
im, or diſguiſed Atheiſm ; as will be more 
particularly thewn. 
3 notwithſtanding this, tis certain that 
the Deity is Infinite, in what I conceive to 
be the only Proper and Poſſible (I mean the 
Relative) Senſe, or that he is of ſo tranſ- 
cendent a Nature, as not to be capable of being 
externally bounded, or even of being con- 
ceivd or imagind to be thus bounded or li- 
mited by any other Being. 

From the Conſideration of the Terms, I 
proceed to the Proof of the Propoſition, 
which I ſhall (with the utmoſt Submiſſion) 
attempt by ſeveral Arguments. 
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[ther the Deity is ſomething Really and 

_*, Subſtantially diſtinct from other Beings, 
or not. If He be not thus diſtin&, then he 
is All Beings, If He be thus diſtin, (as 


he muſt be, if he be the Object of Worſhip) 


then I ſay, that whatever Being 1s Really 
and Subſtantially diſtinct from other Beings, 
muſt be of a Determinate Subſtance, or it 
muſt be ſuch as may be defined, or affirmed to 


be This or That (as I hinted before) in a Real 


and Subſtantial Contradiſtinction to other 
Beings. But to be abſolutely Infinite in every 
Senſe, or to include an Abſolute Plenitude 
in its Nature (according to the uſual Expla- 
nation of an Abſolute Infinity) and yet to be 
Determinately or Definitely This or That, 


in a Real and Subſtantial Contradiſtin&ion. 


to other Beings, is, I think, a Contradiction 
Conſequently, if there be any Being Abſo- 


lutely Infinite in every Senſe, fo as to include 


an Abſolute Plenitude in its Nature, it muſt 
be All Beings, or it muſt include in its Na- 


ture whatever is Real, Poſitive, and Sub- 


ſtantial: Which is no better than Spinofeſm. 
I fay farther. That Being which is ſup- 


poſed to be Abſolutely Infinite, or Unlimited in 


every Senſe, and to include an Abſolute Ple- 
nitude in its Nature, muſt include whatever 


is Real, Poſitive and Subſtantial Formally : 


C For- 


h Ws PH n a 


12 
Foraſmuch as an Abſolute Unlimited- 
neſs, if it implies an Abſolute Plenitude, 
cannot but exclude all Formal, as well as 
Subſtantial, Diſtinction or Limitation. If 
Light was affirmed to belong to the Sun in 
ſuch an Abſolutely Unlimited manner, how 
could it, at the ſame time, be affirmed that 
there is a Formally diſtinct Light of the 

Fix'd Stars ? 5 
If any Man ſhould think to evade by ſay- 
ing, with Dr. Jacſſon, that All Things 
with Regard to God, are in a proper Senſe 
Shadows, this would not be to make a De- 
fence againſt the Charge of Spinofem, but to 
plead Guilty, For we all know that Sha- 
dows are not Subſtances, but mere Modifi- 

cations of Subſtance. | 


A d. M. 


HE Eſſence or Nature of every Real 
(or Actually exiſtent) Being conſiſts of 
ſomething that is Poſitive, and, in itſelf con- 
ſider d, Complete. But Ifinity is nothing 
but the Negation of Limits, and imports no- 
thing that is Complete, nothing that is Per- 
fect, Therefore it cannot, in any meaſure, 
conſtitute the Eſſence of any Real Being. 
That the Eſſence of every Real Being is 
Poſitive, and in itſelf conſider d, Complete, 
is ſelf-evident. For what is Negative (as far 
* Treatiſe of the Divine Eſſence. p. 32. 
5 as 
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as it is Negative) doth not import Being, 
but Not- being. And, not to be in itſelf con- 


ſider'd, Complete, is not to be what it Is, 


not to be itſelf, or to be (if I may ſo expreſs 
it) No Being. | 

That the Idea and Nature of Infinity can- 
not but be Purely Negative, and conſequently 
Incomplete, is likewiſe clear; for the Idea 


and Nature of Finiteneſs, which is oppoſed 
to it, are Poſitive. This I conceive, I have 


already demonſtrated in The Impartial Eu- 
quiry; ſo that I hall here only add the Teſti- 
mony of Mr. Locke *. © They” (ſays that 
Judicious Author) © who would prove their 
*© Idea of Infinite to be Poſative, ſeem to me to 
* do it by a pleaſant Argument, taken from 


„the Negation of an End; which being 


* Negative, the Negation of it is Poſitive. 
He that conſiders that the End is, in Body, 
** bur the Extremity or Superficies of that 
Body, will not, perhaps, be forward to 
grant, that the End is a bare Negation. 
* And he that perceives the End of his Pen 
* is Black or White, will be apt to think, 
that the End is ſomething more than a 
% Pure Negation”, Sg 

— Theſe two Arguments, compared together, 


ſeem to demonſtrate very clearly the Fatal 
Tendency of the Opinion of the Divine Ab- 


ſolute Infinity, however underſtood. For 
the Firſt, by the Medium of Aſolute Infi- 
uity (as commonly underſtood) proves the 
Deity 

* Chap. of Infinity = 
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Deity not only to be Something moſt highs 
ly Poſitive and Complete, but 5 be all t 


is Poſitive and Complete, 2. 6. Al Being. 


But the Other, by virtue of the very ſame 
Medium (as rightly underſtood) proves him 
a Pure Negative, and ſo far from being Com- 
pletely any thing, as to be a mere Nothing. 
I ſhall however add one complicated Argu- 
ment, by which I propoſe to demonſtrate, 
more directly, that there can be no Ab- 
ſolute i in Nature. 


N Abſolute Infinity, in a proper Senſe, 


muſt be ſuppoſed to be the Attribute 
of Quantity. For nothing can properly 
be ſaid to be either 2with or without Bounds 
or Limits, but what has proper Magnitude ; 
which implies Quantity. But there is no 
Proper Magnitude but what belongs either 
to Number or Space ; ; taking Space in a 
large Senſe. 'That Abſolute Infinity or Un- 
limitedneſs is not the Attribute of either, 
has been ſhewn in The Impartial Enquiry. 
But to make it appear yet more evidently, I 
ſhall be ſomewhat more particular. 


I, That Number is not Abſolutely Infi- 


nite, may, I think, be demonſiratively pro= 
ved. 


* See Locke of Human Underſtanding. Vol, 1. p. 167: 
| But 


Re 
& 


1 


3 


© %s:] 
But before we proceed, it may not be im- 
proper to obſerve, 'That the Nature of Num- 


ber, as likewiſe of Space, in General, is not 


Relative but Abſolute, and therefore cannot 
be limited by any thing External, to which 
it may be conceivd to relate. Knozwledee, 
Prudence and the like Cualities (to which 
Magnitude is ſometimes Figaratively aſ- 


_ cribed) being Relative, are indeed conceiv'd 


as limited by their reſpective Objects; and 
therefore if conceivd to extend to all Poſſible 
Objects, (which Objects however cannot be 
Abſolutely Infinite) they cannot be ſuppoſed 
capable of Increaſe by any Addition. But 
Number and Space, how great ſoever, being 
Abſolute, may be ſuppoſed to be (in them- 


ſelves) capable of Increaſe, on the Suppoſition 
of the leaſt Addition. 


This being premiſed, we may proceed to 
the nnn 


Sk GL 


FE cannot, by any Means, get a No- 

tion of the Nature of Number in 
General, unleſs it be by conſidering particu- 
lar Numbers, and obſerving wherein they all 
agree : For General Number is nothing elſe 
but all Particulars taken together. Now, 
when we conſider particular Numbers Abſo- 
lutely or in Themſelves, nothing is more na- 


tural than to obſerve, that they All effenti- 


ally 
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ally agree in being Proportionate; and there- 
fore Increaſeable by Addition. From whence 
tis neceſſary to infer, that it is the very Na- 
ture of Number in General to be, in itſelf 


conſider d, capable of Increaſe by Addition; 


and by conſequence, we muſt conclude, that 
really exiſtent Number, in General, can 
no more be Abſolutely or Actually Infinite, 
(i. e.) Abſolutely, or in itſelf- Unproportio- 


nate to its Parts and Unincreaſeable by 


Addition) than any Particular Number what- 
ſoever. Otherwiſe, we might as well con- 
clude, All Particular Men to be Rational, 
and not the whole collective Body of Men. 

Hence it appears, that All Poſſible Num- 
ber neither is, nor can be exhauſted ; becauſe 
Number is, in its own Nature, Eternally 
Increaſcable. 

But whereas Mr. Zack/on imagined, that 


all Poffible Number was Actually exhauſted, 


or that there was an Actual or Abſolute In- 
finity of Number in Nature, notwithſtand- 


ing that an Actual or Abſolute Infinity of 


Number (as he was obliged to confeſs) 
cannot be effected, even by Eternally re- 
peated Additions ; the following Argument 


will (T humbly conceive) further demonſtrate, 
not only from the Nature of Number, but 
from the Nature of Things in General (as 


before explained) the Abſolute Inconſiſt- 
ence of an Actual or Abſolute Infinity of 
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A Number chat Actually exiſts, how pro- 


digiouſly great ſoever, muſt be a certain 
or (in it ſelf) Detinable Number. Becauſe the 
Eſſenee of every Thing is Poſitive, and what- 
ever Actually exiſts muſt (in itſelf conſider d) 
be Complete; 7. e. it muſt, if conſidered Ab- 
ſolutely or in it ſelf, be capable of being 
affirmed or defined to be Poſitively This or 
That, and neither more nor leſs. But what 
is ſuppoſed to be Infinite, being (as was ſhewn) 
Negative and in it ſelf Incomplete, cannot be 
Poſitively Definable. Therefore tho we ſhould 
allow All Roſſible Number to be Actually 


Exhauſted by any Being, (which yet is Ab- 


ſolutely Impoſſible or Inconſiſtent, becauſe 
All Number has been demonſtrated to 
be in its very Nature Ever Increaſeable) 


it could not be Abſolutely Infinite, or in 
itſelf Undefinable. 


There may indeed, be a Relatively Infi- 
nite Series or Succeſſion of Numbers, (or 
there may be no Bounds ſet by our Imaginations, 
to a continual Addition of Numbers to each 
other) but this imports no Abſolute Infinity or 
Unincreaſeableneſs, but quite the Reverſe : 
For it ſuppoſes Number (as was before af- 

8 8 ſerted) 
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__ to be in its very Nature Ever Increaſe- 
able. 

The neceſſary Diviſibility of the minute 
Parts of Matter infers indeed a Proper Infi- 
nity ; but then, it is not an Infinity of Actu- 
ally-exiſting Numbers, or an Abſolute or 
Actual Infinity of co-exiſtent Parts, but only 
a Relative or Potential Infinity, grounded 
on that Eſſential Proportionateneſs which we 
cannot but obſerve to be in Matter, and in 
all Quantity whatſoever ; which Proportio- 
nateneſs cannot be loſt by Diviſion, and con- 
ſequently there muſt always remain ſomething 
ſill capable of being divided. MPT. 
If there was an Actual or Abſolute Infinity 
of Parts in Matter, while in a State of Com- 
poſition, it might by means of Diviſion (by 
the Divine Power at leaſt) be rendered an 
Actual or Abſolute Infinity in a State of Se- 
paration. But this Suppoſition utterly de- 
ſtroys the Infinite Diviſibility of Matter; be- 
cauſe, on this Suppoſition, there could be no 
further Diviſion. i 

It likewiſe deſtroys the very Nature of 
Matter, whoſe Parts having no neceſſary 
Connection with each other, cannot ceaſe to 
be Diviſible till they firſt ceaſe to be Propor- 
tionate and Quantitative. | 
If theſe Reflections Abſolutely demoliſh 
Mr. Fackſon's Numeration Table of IN PI- 
NITEsS * I cannot help it. 

* Sze Mr. Zackſon's Defence, p. 36. 
2. That 
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2. That Space is not Abſolutely Infinite, 
may be clearly demonſtrated from the Nature 
of Number, which as it is included in it, fo 
it is the Natural Meaſure of it. 
But before we proceed, I ſhall crave leave 
to make one Remark, veg. That as we are 
apt (very wrongly) to ſuppoſe Inviſible Space 
a mere Nothing, or Pure Emptineſs, ſo 


vice verſd, we are no leſs apt to conceive a a 


mere Nothing as Space. 'This our Aptneſs to 
conceive a mere Nothing as Space, is the 
Cauſe of our Inability to conceive or imagine 


an End of Space, or Utmoſt Space limited in 


itſelf, and having Nothing to bound it, 

And from this our Inability to imagine an 
End or Limits of Space, it is, that ſome Peo- 
ple would conclude it to be Abſolutely Infi- 

nite or Unlimited. Bur this is appealing from 
Reaſon to Imagination, which has no Right 
nor Capacity to determine any thing in the 
Caſe; as will be ſnewn. 

It we have a Right Notion of the Nature 
of Number, (which it we have not, I muſt 
deſpair of having a Right Notion of any thing) 
then, though we cannot, for the Reaſon a- 
bove mentioned, imagine an End of Space, 
yet we can, after the following manner, de- 
monſtrate by Reaſon, from the Nature of 
Number, that itmuſthaye an End or Limits, 
or that it cannot be Abſolutely Infinite. 

The Internal, Inviſible Space or Expan- 
ſion, which _— other Beings, has 
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its Magnitude or Greatneſs, as well as the 
External, Viſible Space, or the Extenſion 
of Matter or Bodies. But as there cannot be 
an Actual or Abſolutely Infinite Magnitude 
of Number, ſo neither can there be an Actu- 
ally or Abſolutely Infinite Magnitude of Space. 
For Magnitude of Space conſiſts of Numbers 
of Dimenſions; and conſequently, if there can 
be no Actual or Abſolute Infinity of Num- 
bers, there can certainly be no Actual or Ab- 

ſolute Infinity of Numbers of Dimenſions; |? 
and therefore no Actual or Abſolute Infinity a 
of Magnitude of Space which conſiſts of dif- 1 
tinguiſhable Numbers of Dimenſions. © WW Þ 
Beſides. As the Real Center of a Circle, ij; 
as being Quantity, bears ſome Proportion to 1 
every Real Point of the Circumference, tho' |? 
of ever ſo prodigious Magnitude, fo every |} hH 
minute Part of Space or Expanſion, as being e 
likewiſe Quantity, cannot but bear Propor= | r ö 
tion to the Whole. But if the Whole be eri 
Abſolutely Infinite, tis demonſtrable, that a f 
Finite Part cannot bear any Proportion to an at 
Abſolutely Infinite Whole. So that if Mag. 
nitude be thus Infinite, Quantity is no Quan» 
tity. | | En 
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can indeed, by repeated Additions and In- 
creaſe in our Imaginations, form a Concep- 


tion or Idea of a Potential Infinity, or of a 


perpetual Addibility and Endleſsneſs of 
Space, as well as Number. But this is ſo 
far from being an Argument of the Exiſtence 


of an Actually or Abſolutely Infinite or 


Endleſs Space, that it ſuppoſes the quite con- 
trary ; becauſe it ſuppoſes both Number 2nd 
Space to be in their very Natures, or con- 
ſidered Abſolutely or in Themſelves, Increaſe- 
able, and therefore not Actually or Abſo- 
lutely Infinite. For if any thing be thus 
Infinite, 'tis allowed on all Hands, that 
ii muſt be Abſolutely, or in it's very Nature, 
Unincreaſeable F. | 

That we cannot conceive Space Abſolute- 
ly or Actually Infinite or without End, is 
evident from this one Remark, 218. That 
whatever Space we concelve, even when we 
endeavour to conceive Space Abſolutely In- 
finite or without End, is Finite, or with End, 
and muſt remain ſo after all the repeated 
Additions and Increaſe our Imaginations are 
capable of making : So Fleeting and Fu- 


gitive is the Idea of Infinity, 


As therefore an End of Space and Actually 
Endleſs, (or Abſolutely Infinite) Space are 
equally Inconceivable; What remains for 
us to do, but ſince Imagination can determine 
nothing in the Caſe, to conſider well which 


+ See Impartial Enquiry. p. 28, ; 
| Side 


lem} 
Side of the Queſtion is favour'd 'by Reaſon, 
Now, Reaſon, as I think, has been demon- 
ſtratively ſhewn both here and elſewhere, 


declares for an End of Space and of all Mag- 


nitude whatſoever. Ow; 
It therefore clearly follows, that Great 
and Little are only Relative Terms, 1. e. 
That what is Great, is Great only with rela- 
lation to ſomething which is much Lefs, and 
that what is Little, is Little only with Re- 
lation to ſomewhat which is much Greater: 


So that nothing in Nature can be either Ab- 


ſolutely, or Infinitely Great, or Abſolutely; 
or Infinitely Little, in a proper Senſe. Which 
Conſequence ought to appear ſo much the 
more Valuable to All who have the Inte- 
reſt of Religion at Heart, as it Abſolutely 


ſubverts the neceſſary Foundation of All A. 


theiſtick Schemes; I mean the Abſolute Infie 
nity of Magnitude or Greatneſs. 


But if the Univerſal, Inviſible Space or 


Expanſion, which pervades, and contains 
All other Beings, is the Subſtance of the 
Deity, it clearly follows from our mentioned 
Inability, to imagine any End or Limits of the 
Divine Subſtance, that we cannot imagine 
any Limits of his Power, with regard to 
Extent. Tho' Reaſon declares againſt an 
Abſolute Infinity or Immenſity, yet That 
Greateſt and Moſt Powerful of Beings, muſt 
ſtill be confeſſed Infinite or Immenſe in 
what I humbly conceive to be the only 

| N Proper 
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Proper and Poſſible Senſe, i. e. in the Rela- 
tive Senſe, or with Relation to the Idea's of 
human Imagination. | 

Since therefore he is thus Infinite, Im- 
menſe and Incomprehenſible, we are obliged 
to believe he may create more Worlds than 
we are capable of imagining. For the Scrip- 
tures aſſure us, that the Almighty tranſcends 
the-Higheſt Heavens, and that we cannot by 
ſearching find him out to Perfection, or 
imagine any Limits of his Subſtance and 
Eſſence. 

This, together with his Inviſibility, I take 


to be the Principal Reaſons why the Repre- 


preſenting Him by any Image or Figure is 


ſo ſtrictly forbidden in the ſacred Writings. 


But I apprehend it will be objected, that if 
nothing can be of Abſolutely Infinite Magni- 
rude, conſequently the Deity cannot but be 
of ſome Figure that is Iutelligible, or capable 


of being the Object of Intellect, though not 
Viſible nor Imaginable. 


To this 1 anſwer. Though I firmly be- 
lieve, that the Divine Subſtance is not 4 
Sphere whoſe Center is every where and 
whoſe Circumference is no where, as ſome 
have imagined; yet fince a Sphere is the 
molt Perfect of Figures, I cannot conceive. 
why it ſhould be deem'd an Indignity, if 
any Man ſhould. ſuppoſe it is a Sphere, com- 


1 Prebending or containing all other Spheres. 


For that all the Great Bodies of the Uni- 
1 5 verſe, 
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verſe, as far as we can perceive, are of a 

ſpherical Figure, is certain : in which reſpe& 
con may poſſibly bear the Image of the Sub- 
ſtance of their Great Creator, as all Intel- 
lectual Beings likewiſe bear the Image of his 
Eſſence in that Trinity of Faculties or Powers 
which is Eſſential to them. This, for ought 
I know, may be the moſt ſublimely Per- 
fe& Idea that Reaſon or Intellect is capable of 
forming, in Oppoſition to that Fleeting, Fu- 
gitive, Imperfect Idea of Infinity, which is 
the Creature of Imagination. But I aſſert 
nothing. 

That the Opinion of the Abſolute Infinity 
of what is Vulgarly called Pare Space, was 
firſt introduced by the Ancient Atheiſtical A 
tomiſte, has been ſhewn elſewhere ; * I ſhall 
now proceed to obſerve, that this Opinion 
has been long ſince rejected and exploded ; ſo 
that whatever Space has been conceiv'd be- 

ond the Material Univerſe, has for man 
Ages been ſtiled Imaginary. For tho' ſome 
of late, have thoughr proper to revive this 
Opinion of thoſe Atheiſtick Atomical Phi- 
loſophers, yet the Chriſtian Philoſophers, 
for many Centuries, ſuppoſed no Real Space 
beyond the Univerſal Syſtem of Matter. 
Even ſuch of them who, fince the blending 
of the Platonick and Ariſtotelian Philoſo- 
phy with Chriſtianity, have aſſerted the Ab- 
ſolute Infinity of the Divine Nature, have 


* Sce The Impartial Enquiry, p. 164. 8 
never- 
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nevertheleſs admitted the Finiteneſs of Space, 
whether they conceived it as ſomething Sub- 
ſtantial, or only as a mere Relation, reſult- 
ing from the Exiſtence of Things at a Diſ- 


tance. 


As for thoſe who, with Gaſsendus and 


the modern Atomiſts, conceivd it to be 


ſomething Subſtantial, they ſuppoſed it to 
have been Created to yield room for the 
Motion of Matter. 'They had therefore no 
Reaſon to extend it beyond the Material U- 
niverſe, which they were far from ſuppoling to 
be Abſolutely Infinite. And as for ſuch who, 


_ conceived it to be nothing but a mere Relation, 


reſulting from the Exiſtence of things at a 
Diſtance, tis certain, that as they ſuppoſed 
no Diſtance beyond the Bounds of the Creat- 
ed Univerſe, ſo they ſuppoſed no Real or 
Actual Space neither. For the Deity was by 
Them held to be Unextended and Indiſtant. 
Though I am abundantly convinced, that 
thoſe Chriſtian Philoſophers, of both ſorts, 
had very wrong Notions of what is vulgarly 
called Pure Space or Expanſion, yet thus 
much I thought proper to obſerve, to ſhew 
that there have been Men of good Intel- 
lets, who never formed that pretended Idea 
of Pure Intellett which Mr. Zackſon ſpeaks 
of, j. e. never formed an Idea of Actual or 
Abſolute Infinity of Space or Expanſion, and 
who never thought their Inability to con- 
* Defence. p. 699. | 
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6eive an End of Space a ſufficient Argument 


From the Plain and Natural Reflections 


we have already made, it follows. 


1. That the Parts of NUMBER and 


ExPANSTLON or EXTENS1ON, (i. e. of 
All Real Quantity) being Eſſentially Increafe- 
able by Addition, and therefore Eſſentially 
prof ortionate, muſt bear Proportion to each 


other in their ſeveral Kinds, and conſe- 
quently that they muſt ſeverally bear Pro- 
Portion to the Wholes of which they are 


Parts. Otherwiſe they would not be Parts of 


the Wholes which they compoſe, or which is 
the ſame, the Wholes would not be the Wholes 
of which they are Parts. But Finite Parts can 


bear no Proportion to an Abſolutely Infi- 
.nite Whole. Therefore an Abſolutely Infinite 
Whole is Abſurd and Impoſſible. 


2. That there is no Poſſible (and by 


conſequence no Actual) Number or Exten- 


fron, but what may be compoſed or made up 
by repeated Additions and Increaſe. For 
if All Numbers and Extenſions are in their very 


Natures equally Proportionate and Increaſe- 
able, then Increaſe muſt be ſuppoſed Capable 
of equalizing All Numbers and Extenſions. 
Therefore an Abſolutely Infinite Number and 
Extenſion (ſince they cannot be ſuppoſed 
capable of being made up or compoſed by 
any poſſible Addition and Jncreaſe) are in 
Themſelves impoſſible, 


3. That 
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2, That an Abſolutely Infinite of any 


Kind, cannot be ſuppoſed to con ſiſt of Finites, 
For particular Numbers and Extenſions, be- 
ing Finite, cannot be Conſtituent Parts 
of an Abſolutely Infinite Number or Exten- 
ſion, to which they bear no Proportion. 

4. That nothing can be ſuppoſed to be part- 
ly Finite and partly Infinite in the Abſolute 
Senſe. For how can an Abſolutely Infinite Part 
be ſuppoſed to eompeſe one and the ſame 
Line with a Finite Part, ſince there can be 
no Proportion between them? | 

Theſe Corollaries, if poſſible, add Weigh 
to the preceding Arguments, and at the ſame 
time, yield a ſufficient Reply to Mr. Zackſor's 
Subterfuges in his Defence. p. 95. 

In comparing Mr. Locke's Chapters of 
Number and Space together, I have often 
thought there was ſome Inconſiſtence. For 
in his Chapter of Number he ſays, The 
* Endleſs Addibility, and conſequently Ine 
* creaſeableneſs of Number, is that, I think, 
* which gives us the cleareſt and moſt diſ- 
* tin& Idea of Infinity, iz. when appli- 
* ed to Space”, But, fays he further, Our 


Ideas are not always Proof of the Exiſtence 


of Things”, or by conſequence of the Ex- 
iſtence of an Actually Infinite Space, as he 
expreſsly ſays in his Chapter of Infinity. How 
conſiſtently he adds what follows, 1 know 


not. We are apt to think, continues he, 


* that Space in itſelf is Actually Boundleſs, 
5 E 2 | * $4 
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c to which Imagination the Idea of Space or 
«© Extenſion, of it ſelf naturally leads us. For 


& in the uniform Idea of Space, the Mind 


© can no where find any Bounds, any End; 
« and ſo ſays he, muſt neceſſarily conclude it, 
« by the Nature and Idea of each part of 
&© it, to be actually Infinite", Juſt as if he 
had ſaid ; Becauſe the Idea of each Part of 
Space, is in its very Nature capable of In- 
creaſing by Addition, which by conſequence 
produces an Idea of the Boundleſsneſs of 
the Whole in our Imaginations, therefore 
notwithſtanding that our Ideas are not 
always Proof of the Exiſtence of Things, (as 
1 juſt now obſerved) we muſt neceſſaril, 

conclude it to be Actually Infinite, or Abſo- 
lutely Unincreaſeable. This ſeems ſtrange 
Reaſoning and Unworthy Mr. Locke. I am 
therefore inclined to think, he meant no more 


than this, 278. That when we conſider the 


Nature of the Idea of Space in our Ima- 

inations, without duly conſulting our Rea- 
Bo. we are then Neceſſarily, or as he had 
ſaid before, Naturally diſpoſed to conclude 
Space to be Actually Boundleſs or Infinite. 
This Explanation will ſufficiently reconcile 
him both to Himſelf, and to what I humbly 
conceive to be the Truth. I have the rather 
mentioned this, becauſe I have ſeen the laſt 


Paſſage quoted by the late Reverend Mr. 


Fackſon * as a Proof that Mir. Locke believ'd 
an Actual or Abſolute Infinity of Space or 


.® Defence, p. 5:4. 


Ex- 
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Expanſion, as the Reſult of an Idea neceſſa- 


rily formed by Intellect or Reaſon. 


Whatever I could think of any Weight in 


the Cauſe of the Opinion of Abſolute Infaity, 


was Impartially conſidered elſewhere, * and 
therefore I might very well be excuſed from 
taking any farther Notice of it. Yet ſince Dr. 
Clarke and his Learned Vindicator Mr. Fack- 


ſon have thought proper to give upall the uſual 


Arguments, f and to depend entirely on that 
one Argument which is derived from a ſup- 
poſed Abſolutely Unlimited Neceſſity which 
was the Reaſon of the Exiſtence of the Firſt- 
Cauſe, from whence they inferred his 4bſelute 
Infinity; I ſhall add ſomething on that Head. 

In the firſt Place, I cannot help repeating, 
that if ſuch Neceſſity be the Foundation and 
Reaſon of the Exiſtence of the .Deity, or 


- Firſt Cauſe as they aſſert, then not only the 
Divine Subſtance and Attributes, but even 


the Divine Actions muſt be Abſolutely 


Unlimited or Infinite, as well as Neceſſary. 


For where Abſolutely Unlimited Neceſſity 
is the Foundation, there can be no room 


for Liberty or Limitation. So that this 


Argument, if it proves any thing, proves 


more than was deſigned. I have there- 


fore been bold to aſſert, that, not Ab- 


ſolute, Abſtract, Unlimited Neceſſity, but 


Perſedt Vital Power is the Foundation 
and Reaſon of the Exiſtence of the Deity. 


* Impartial Enquiry. p. 169. D 
| 8 Sce the 2 Enquiry. p. 204. + Defence. p. 203 
| For 


= DS} 

For the very Eſſence of the mot Perfect 
Vital Power, includes Neceſſity of Exiſt- 
ence; and it may be truly ſaid, allowing 
for the Imperfection of Language, that it not 
only is becauſe it is Neceſſary, but that it is 
Neceſſary becauſe it Is; as was then ob- 


ſerved. I have likewiſe proved, that the 
Perſection of Power, as ſuch, is not to be 


meaſured by the Extent of its Activity (which 


is purely Extrinſecal to Power) and from 


thence I concluded, that the Original Power, 
tho'moſtPerfe&, was not Neceſſarily Infinite, or 
Abſolutely Unlimited with Regard to Extent. 
I now proceed to argue, on that footing, that 
if the Original or Neceflarily-exiſtent Power 


was not neceſſarily Unlimited (as was clearly 


ſhewn) it was, by conſequence, Neceſſarily- 
Limited in itſelf, and that it muſt be the In- 
ternal Reaſon of Limitation and Completion 
in the Divine Nature; becauſe the Divine 
Nature is Neceſſarily what it is, and becauſe 
there is no Medium between Unlimited or 
Incomplete and Limited or Complete; ſo that 
if it is not Neceſſarily the one, it muſt Ne- 
ceſſarily be the other. I ſhall not here inſiſt 
on the Limitation with regard to Number 
which is implied by a Trinity in the Divine 
Nature, to ſhew that that moſt Perfect Nature 
-admits of Limitation. It will, perhaps, be 
ſufficient, for ſome, to have juſt mentjoned 
it ; but for Others, nothing, I doubt, will 
be ſufficient, if the Scriptures are not, 


From 
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From all this, we may make the following 
Inference, ois. TIN 
That ſince nothing can exiſt without Li- 
mitation, or be Abſolutely Infinite, therefore 
tbe Material Univerſe, Bading (as HoBBES 
and Srixos A allow,) no Vitally Active 
Poꝛwer, which could be a Reaſon or Prin- 
ciple of Limitation or Completion in it ſelf, 
could not be Self-exiſtent, but muſt be a De- 
pendent Being. But on what other Being 
can it be ſuppoſed to depend, if not on that 
3 Being which pervades and contains 
it | 
This I take to be an Inference of ſuch 
Importance, that I cannot but think it was 
Pity it could not be earlier made for the Be- 
nefit of the Cauſe of Religion. 
We may likewiſe infer, that if Abſolutely 
Unlimited Neceſſity was not the Original 
Reaſon of the Divine Exiſtence, then Dr. 
Clarke's Aſſertion, p. 21. of his Letters at 
the End of his Demonſtration, viz. 'That to 
ſuppoſe any Subſtance neceſlarily exiſting in 
a Finite Determinate Quantity, is exactly the 
ſame Abſurdity, as ſuppoſing it to exiſt Ne- 
ceſſarily, and yet for a Finite Duration only, 
muſt fall to the Ground, For it reſts entirely 
on the Suppoſition of ſuch an Abſolute, Ab. 
. ſtract, Unlimited Neceſſity, which he con- 
ceived to be equally the Reaſon of both Ab- 
ſolutely Unlimited Extenſton and Duration. 
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If any Man, feeling the Force of theſe 
Reaſonings againſt an Abſolute Infinity ſhould 
chooſe to diveſt the Greateſt of Beings of all 


: proper Magnitude, by denying him to be ei- 


ther Infinite or Finite (as a certain ingenious 


Gentleman has already done) I would defire 
him ſeriouſly to reflect whether this would 


not be repreſenting the-Deity as a mere 
Sett of Qualities or Attributes without any 
thing Subſtantial. yo. 

For a Concluſion, I cannot but take no- 


tice of Dr. Fack/on's Solitary Atom; which 


being imagined to have had no Cauſe to con- 
fine or limit it, he conceived muſt have ſwel- 


led to an Abſolutely Infinite Bulk“. But nothing 


Is more certain than that this ſwelling or grow- 
ing Atom might have grown or increaſed on 


for ever, and yet have been Eternally as 
diſtant from an Abſolutely Infinite Bulk, as 


When it was an Atom. For tis demonſtrable, 
that even Eternal Addition and Increaſe can- 


not change a Finite into an Abſolutely Infinite. 


This I mention only as an Inſtance, to 
Thew, that the Patronsof an Abſolute Infinity 


have, in my humble Opinion, fallen as ſhort in 
their IIluſtrations as in their Arguments. 


* Treatiſe of the Divine Eſſence And Attrib. p. 37: 
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T ſeems ſufficiently agreeable both to 
Scripture and Reaſon, to ſuppoſe the 
Perſons in the TRINIT Y to. be the FVoli- 
tive, Imaginative and Executive Powers, 
united in one Common Subſtance, hy one 
Common Intelligence or Conſciouſneſs. 


It may juſtly be thought ſtrange, that 


the Doctrine of a Trinity in the Divine 
Nature, which was ſo freely embraced by 


the Gentile Philoſophers, and which I ſup- 

ole was tranſmitted to them from the earlieſt 
Ages of the World, ſhould find ſuch vigo- 
rous Oppoſition, even from Men of Learning 


and Piety, in almoſt all Ages of Chriſtianity. 


But upon due Reflection, it may appear to 
have been owing to a two-fold Cauſe, 

1. To the general Reception of the O- 
pinion of the Alſolute Simplicity of the Di- 
vine Nature; which we elſe where obſerv'd 


to have been derived as a Conſequence from 
the Notion of its Abſolute Infinity. For 


though the more ancient Philoſophers were 


well acquainted with the Unity, yet they 


knew nothing of the Abſolute Simplicity of 
that adorable Nature. X 

The Notion of Abſo/ute Simplicity. is well 

explained by Dr. Fackſon Þ. © He that affirms 
* Impartial Enquiry. p. 229. 


Þ+ Treatiſe of the Divine Eſſence aud Attrib, p. 73. 1 ; 
| | F Fay 
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et any of the [Divine] Attributes to be what 


© another is not, or the Divine Eſſence not 


* to be Identically what all theſe are, muſt 
*© (fays he) grant as well the Attributes as 
< the Eſſence to be Finite and Limited“. 
But if Abſolute Simplicity is Inconſiſtent 


with all real Diſtinction of Attributes, it muſt 
certainly be inconſiſtent with real Diſtinction 


- 


of Perſons. 

2. To the Doctrine of the Eternal Ge- 
neration and Spiration of the Second and 
Third Perſons of the Trinity; a Doctrine as 
little known to many of the moſt primitive 
Chriſtian Fathers, as the Doctrine of Abſo- 
lute Simplicity to the moſt ancient Gentile 


Philoſophers; but a Doctrine abſolutely ne- 


ceſſary to ſupport the commonly received O- 
pinion which, without it, would be no more 
than Sabellianiſm, or a Trinity of Names 
only, as the Learned Biſhop S?i/lingfleet 
intimates in his Diſcourſe of the Trinity. 
That the Ancient Gentile Philoſophers 
realy held a Trinity of Perſons in the Unity 
of the Divine Eſſence, may be firmly e- 
nough concluded, though they did not expreſs 
it in the very Words of the Council of Nice. 
For Plato, who was indeed one of the 
leaſt Ancient of thoſe Philoſophers, but who, 
notwithſtanding that, derived this Notion of 
a Trinity {during his Travels) immediate- 
ly from the ſame Original Fountain, is. 
Tradition, is expreſsly affirmed by Plotinus 


and 
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3551 | 
and Porphyrie, two of his moſt eminent 
Diſciples, not to have held the Second and 
Third Perſons to have been Created, as ſome 


would infinuate. Beſides, Plato himſelf ſpeaks 
of an Ancient Tradition which he had 


received concerning the Ey xa: Ile, or 


The One and Divers (as I have good Rea- 
ſon to tranſlate it) which I humbly conceive 
cannot be ſuppoſed to refer to the Divine 
Decrees, but to the Divine Perſonalities. 


For the Ancients, who lived before the 


the Time of Plato, do not appear to me 


to have had any Notion of properly Eternal 


Decrees. 


The Scheme of Three Really diſtiuct 


Perſons ſubſiſting in One Common Nature or 


Eſſence, and pattaking of one Common In» 


 Zelligence, Perception or Conſciouſneſs, which 


I formerly propoſed *, and which is free 
from the two aforementioned Inconveniences, 
was not propoſed in direct Oppoſition to the 
commonly received Doctrine of T hree Modes 


or Manners of Sub ſiſting, which however 


is no more than an Hypotheſis, but was 
calculated (as I then declared) for the Be- 
nefit of ſuch who, being prejudiced againſt 
That, as well as againſt the 4rian and Semi- 
ariau Schemes, were in Danger of enters 
taining ill Thoughts of the Chriſtian Reve- 
lation. In this 1 followed the Examples of 
ſeveral Fathers and other Great Men, and 
_ ® Chriſtian Religion founded on Reaſm. p. 101. 
1 par- 
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. ol che late Biſhop of Meauæ who, 
though a Romaniſt, took the Liberty to | 
ſuppoſe the Second and Third Perſons to be 
Thought and Love. | 
As „ $1 Great Men had different Appre- 4 
henſions of the ſame Thing, ſo 'tis plain that 
as they thought a Thing might be poſſible 
more than one way, ſo they conceived the 
Belicf of the ſame Thing might very well 
conſiſt with different Explanations. [ 
Some will, perhaps, object, that the Scheme 0 
of Three Diſtinct Perſonal Powers, which t 
is ſo intelligible to every Man of Learning, 1 
and which bears ſome Analogy to the Voli- ] 
tive, Senſitive or Perceptive, and Executive | 
Powers in our felves, deſtroys the Myſtery. | & 
i 
L 
C 
4 
C 
t 


I wiſh it was the General Objection. For 
certainly, the explaining a Myſtery, ſo far 
as to filence Infidelity, can be no diſſervice 
to Religion, eſpecially in ſo ſearching and 

inquiſitive an Age. But I doubt the want 
of Learning and Exerciſe in this Way of | t 
Thinking will ſtill render it too great a f 
Myſtery to many. 1 

Some Things have been Myſteries, or 

Secrets, purely for want of being revealed. 
Other Things, though partly revealed, ſtill 
remain Myſteries, by Reaſon of the Abſtru- 
ſity of their Natures. Yer even ſuch Myſte- 
ries, I humbly conceive, are propoſed ass a: 
Subjects of our Euquiries ; ; and ſuch En- Þ 
quiries are therefore ſo far from being our 
Fault, 


OOO Een. eo nw en EL 


enn 
N 


. 


& ng 
© - * 
1 
4 5 1 
1 
1 
* 
1 
* 
. SB 
1 $4 
* 2 a 
. 
* 
by 
2 
L «| 
* * 
4 1 
3 
t I 
+ . 
Rs * 
MO . 
+ KF 
4 £5 
133 
ie 
=. 
1 : 
"IEF 
© 55 
OE 7 
MW 
we 
11 
we - 
= ia 
, 5» 
3 
3 54 ö 
"2% ; 
E: 'TE 
7 3 2 
0 . 1 
* 1 
. 
2 
U 
A 
"23 
44 + 
8 
8 12 
1 7 
7 1 U 
Is 4 
5 
© ++, 
F 3.1 2 
bad 
88 
. 
* 
4 * 
Mitt 
384 
by 3 
1 
3 
1 
171 
ff 
= 
: 
2 
4 194 
1 
£ 29] 
f i 
4 1 
& + 
ws + 7 
. . 
1 
i 
1 
$:8 
375% 
TE 
£24k | 
© 
{i 
2: #4 
FI. 
4 
ER. 
ff 
. 
EN 
8 
i 
* 5 
1 
784% 
1 
19 
33349 
STS 
14 
11 
B43 
8 
wy 
4 
3 
= 


— ct VCO PE Ci BEE el ag, ATC A OOO 


„ 
Fault, that they are, in certain Circum- 
ſtances, our indiſpenſible Duty. Even the 
Holy Angels, thoſe Superior Beings, whoſe 
Deſires are ever conformable to the Will of 
their Great Creator, are faid to deſire 70 
Jook into them. . 

Whereas I faid in the Chriſtian Religion 
founded on Reaſon, p. 111. That a Trinity 
of Perſonalities muſt be ſuppoſed by us to 
be included in the Nature of the moſt Perfect 
or Divine Being, I am fully confirmed in 
the Truth of it. For the Three mentioned 
Powers, to which all the Divine Internal 
Perfections known to us are reducible, muſt 
be Partakers of the ſame Common Intelli- 
_ gence, Perception or Conſciouſneſs, 7. e. be 

proper Perſons, or elſe they can neither be 
united in the moſt Perfect Manner, with each 
other, nor be equally Perfect in Themſelves. 
And I am ſatisfied, that the ſame Intelligence, 
or Conſciouſneſs, may be common to theſe 
three Divine Powers, and yet their Diſtinction 
from each other, (which is the moſt Real 
that can be ſuppoſed, becauſe Abſolutely 
neceſlary ) muſt, notwithſtanding, render them 
Diſtin& Intelligents or Perſons. 

May not Three Diſtin& Perſons, (I ſpeak 
with Submiſſion) be ſuppoſed to have one 
and the ſame Common Intelligence, as well 
as 'T hree Diſtin& Perſons to have the ſame 
Common Will and Intelligence both; as 
likewiſe all other Perfections in Common ? 
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tive Power, or the Power of forming all 


2 Ui 
If this Latter Suppoſition (according to the 
received Opinion) be allowed to be poſſible, 


why ſhould the former be rejected as Im- 


poſſible ? On the contrary, What can be 
more agreeable both to Scripture and Reaſon, 
than to ſuppoſe, that the whole Divine Sub- 
ſtance is Volitive, the whole Imaginative, 
and. the whole Executive, f. e. that the 


Whole Subſtance is endued with the Three 


Active Powers of Willing,  Imagining, and 


Executing? And if to this we add, that 


Intelligence, Perception or Conſciouſneſs, 


(which is no diſtinct Power, . foraſmuch as 


it is included in the Imaginative Power) is 
not peculiar to the Imaginative Power, but 
Common to them All, Can this derogate 
in the leaſt from the Perfection of the Di- 
vine Being 2 Doth it not rather, moſt bright- 


ly diſplay the Supreme Perfection of that 


adorable Nature 2 


Though I have already guarded againſt 


the following Objection in the Chriſtian 
Religion founded on Reaſon, p. 103, yet 1 


think it not improper to conſider it here more 


particularly. 8 | 
lt may be ſaid, ſince the 1 
Power in our ſelves is ſo widely different 
from Reaſon, how comes it that the Second 
Perſon is repreſented in the Scriptures as 


the Reaſon or Wiſdom of the Father? 
To this I anſwer ; that Perfect Imagina- 


pot: 
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[ 39] 
| poſſible Ideas, fince it includes Perfect In- 
telligence, cannot but imply whatever Ex- 
I cellency is implied by Reaſon, and Wiſdom; 
in the higheſt e of Perfection. But a 
IFBeing who is perfectly capable of forming 
All poſſible Ideas, and of intuitively per- 
ceiving their mutual Relations, can have no 
:nieed of that low way of Reaſoning by com- 
I paring Ideas and making IIlations or In- 1 
ferences, as is done by us. | 
The Reaſonableneſs of this Scheme, and 18 
its Perfect Agreement, both with the Scrip- 1 
I tiures of the New Teſtament and the Opinion i a 
of the ancient Jeꝛec, &c. has it is humbly j j 
conceived, been ſufficiently ſhewn in The | 
Chriſtian Religion founded on Reaſon. 
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[49] 
: HE Divine DCREES Were not 
| ſtrictly Eternal, or ( Abſolutely Ne- 
ceſſary) but freely proceeded from the Di- 


eine Will, though before the Exiſtence of 
this Inferior World. 5 


Tis agreed among the Learned, that the 
Greek Word a:wnG., and the Hebrew Word 
which anſwers to it in the Old Teſtament, 
do not always ſignify ſtrictly Eternal, but 
vary their Signification according to the Na- 
ture of the Things they refer to; and there- 
fore may not be tranſlated ſtrictly Eternal, 
unleſs there be aſſigned a ſufficient Reaſon. 
If therefore a ſufficient Reaſon can be aſ- 
ſigned why they may not be ſo tranſlated 
when they refer to the Divine Decrees, it 
follows, that their Signification, in that 
Caſe, may be limited or reſtrained. Now 
the Reaſon for limiting or reſtraining their 
Signification in the Caſe of the Divine De- 
crees, is as follows. £7 


As tis univerſally agreed, that the Divine 


Nature, becauſe ſtrictly Eternal, could not 
but be Abſolutely Neceſſary, it follows, that 
a Divine Decree, if likewiſe ſtrictly Eter- 
nal, muſt likewiſe be allowed to have been 
no leſs neceſſary than the Divine Nature it 
ſelf; Or rather, it could not but have been, 

(if I may ſo ſay) a Part of the Divine Na- 


ture; 
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ture; 4. e. the Act of Decreeing could not. 


but have been as natural to the Deity as the 


very Power of Willing or Decreeing. But 


what would be the Conſequences e 


- Firſt, It would deſtroy the Abſolute — 
dependence of the Eternal Being. For if his 


Decrees had been ſtrictly Eternal, he could 


no more have failed to have decree'd the 


Exiſtence of the Creatures, than he could 
have ceaſed to have been Himſelf, or the E- 


ternal or Abſolutely Neceſſary Being: Which 
imports no leſs than an Eſſential Depen- 


dence. TP 5 Wy 

- In the next place, it would deſtroy his 
Liberty of Acting or not Atting, For if 
the Divine Decrees were ſtrictly Eternal or 
Abſolutely Neceſſary, they could not be 
the Reſult of Choice, proceeding from. a 
Power of determining or not determining, 
and conſequently could not be properly Free 
any more than Independent. h 


Laſtly, It would deſtroy his Goodneſs, | 


and with it, perhaps, all Exerciſe of Reli- 


gion. For we call not That Goodneſs 


which is the Reſult of pure Abſolute Neceſ- 


ſity, and therefore do not think ourſelves 


obliged to ſhew Gratitude, or to exerciſe 
Religion; on any ſuch Account. But tho' 
we ſhould agree to ſay, thoſe particular 
Decrees which produced us Happineſs, were 


the Reſult of Goodneſs, yet if the Divine 


Decrees particularly extended to every Event 
= (ﬆ 
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among Divines, Whether antecedently to 


[ 42 ] 


(as ſome imagine) we ſhould have as 


much Reaſon to ſay, the contrary Decrees, 


(eis. ſuch as produced us Miſery) were the 
Reſult of a quite contrary Principle. And 
thus, if the Deity was worſhipped, at all, he 
might be worſhipped as were the Goddeſles 
of Good and Bad Luck, both with Bleflings 


and Curſings. 5 


It therefore follows, that the mentioned 


Original Words muſt, in the preſent Caſe, 


in a qualified Senſe; i. e. to ſignify no more 


than before the Times of Ages, or before the 
Exiſtence of this Inferior World; which 
World might, queſtionleſs, have been of a 
much. ancienter Date than it actually was, 
without being ſtrictly Eternal ® 

But if the Divine Decrees were not ſtrict- 
ly Eternal or Abſolutely Neceſſary, it like- 


| 

N 

f 

b 

1 

be limited or reſtrained to ſignify Eternal | 
f 

! 

I 


wiſe follows, that they were the pure Reſult 


of the Free Determination of that Sovereign 
Will, on which All Things depend, and that 
they. were no neceſlary Foundation of an 


Abſolutely Infinite Fore-knowledge. 


Here I cannot omit obſerving, that, agree- 
ably to this, it has been and ſtill is diſputed 


God's Free Purpoſe or Decree concerning 
the Incarnation of his Son, He might not 
have freely purpoſed and decreed to render 
us Happy by ſome other way. Calvin, Twiſs 
1 * Sce the Impartial Eng. p. 56. 1 

e and 
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and Nuit herford, &c. were for the Affirma- 
tive. But if the Deity could have freely 


decreed otherwiſe than he actually did, how 


Vas his Decree ſtrictly Eternal or Abſolute» 
ly Neceſſary? This amounts to a Demon- 


imation, that thoſe Divines juſt now named, 
when they ſpoke of Eternal Decrees, did 
not mean Decrees ſtrictly Eternal, but only 


ſuch as were before the Foundation of the 
World, when as yet, there was no proper 


Phyſical Time. 

The Arguments that are uſually drawn 
from Eternal Truths and Fore-knowledge to 
prove the Divine Decrees were ſtrictly Eter- 
nal, will be conſidered under the Sixth Pro- 
poſition, 
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[44] 
PROP. v. 


L 1 HE RE eas 10 Neceſſary Succeſſion, 
much teſs Space, in Eternal xiſt- 


"ence, and much leſs was Eternal Exiſtence 


neceſſarily without Succeſſion, as the Opinion 


of au ABSOLUTE INEINIT XY pas been 


thought to imply. 


So Self deſtructive is the Opinion of an Ab- 
folnte Infinity, that as it has reduced Immen- 

_ tity to an Aiom, fo it has abridged Eternity 

to an Inſtant. By what Steps many of 


the Learned have been brought to admit of 
ſuch palpable Abſurdities, has been ſhewn 
in the Impartial Enquiry. 

Yet ſome, to avoid the Abſurdity of an 


Eternal Inſtant, have run into the contrary. 
Extreme, by ſuppoſing an Eternal Succeſ- 
ſion of Inſtants: Which threw them upon 


another Abfurdity, 27. that of an Abſolute 


Infinity of Number: An Abſurdity that 


has been always exploded, by the greateſt 
Men in demonſtrating the Exiſtence of a Firſt 
Cauſe, For if an Abſolute Infinity of Num- 
ber was not Abſurd and Impoſſible, there 
might have been an Abſolutely Infinite Circu- 
lation and Succeſſion of Cauſes and Effects, 
and by conſequence there might have been 
no Firſt Cauſe. But tis no little Satisfaction 
to think we hayc demonſtrated ſuch an Infi- 


nity 


5 [ 45 ] b 
nity to be an Abſolute Inconſiſtence and Ab- 
furdity, to the utter Confuſion of all Atheiſt- 
ick Schemes. By doing this, as we have 
gained a much clearer Idea of the Divine 
Being, ſo we have effectually ſubverted the 
two main Foundations of Atheiſm, 278. 4b- 
ſolutely Infinite Succeſſion and Extenfion. 

The Middle Way, propoſed in the En- 
 quiry, ſeems therefore to be the moſt eligi- 
ble, which equally rejecting an Eternal 
Inſtant, and an Eternal Succeſſion and 
Duration, derives 4 e of Suc- 
ceſſion from the Free Dexrees of the Divine 
Being. | | 
Since Pure [Exiſtence has nothing of 
Quantity in its Nature, (for it is nothing but 
an External Denomination) and ſince there 

ean be no proper Continuance without a 
Beginning, I look upon Duration (which 
we conceive as a Continuation or Stretching 
out of Exiſtence) to be no other than @ 
Phantaſm of Space, or an Imaginary Space 
in Exiftence *, For though the Succeſſion of 
Ideas in our. Minds (which produces in us 

the Notion of Duration) is properly Num- 
ber, yet as it is conceived together with 

Exiſtence, the Conception we Form of it 
reſembles that of Space. Beſides, if there could 
not be a Neceſſary continued Succeſſion from 
Eternity, (as certainly there could not be,, 
without an Actual or Abſolute Infinity of 

* Impartial Enquiry, p. 274. bb 
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[46] 


Number, which we have ſhewn to be im- 


poſſible) it clearly follows, that there could 
be no Abſolutely Neceſſary Duration in E- 
ternal Exiſtence ; and likewiſe, that the Ar- 
gument which is ſometimes borrowed from 
the Nature of Eternal Exiſtence (as conceiv'd 


under the Notion of an Abſolutely Infinite 
Duration) to prove an Abſolutely Infinite 


o 


Subſtance, is of no Weight. 785 

J humbly conceive, the Divine Decrees 
(which, as we juſt now proved, were not 
ſtrictly Eternal or Abſolutely Neceſſary) 
not only to have freely proceeded from the 
Divine Will, but to have been the Beginning 
of Real Succeſſion. For ſince the Abſurd 
Notion of Eternity's being an Inſtant, is now 


univerſally exploded, it cannot, certainly, be 


thought an Abſurdity to ſuppoſe the Divine 
Deerees to have moſt freely and. orderly ſuc- 
ceeded each other, (as did the Works of Crea- 


tion) ſo as that one thing was decree'd for the 


ſake of another. For this Suppoſition is per- 
fectly agreeable to our Notion of the moſt 
Conſummate Wiſdom, which includes the pro- 


poſing the Beſt End, and chooſing the Fitteſt 
and moſt Conducible Means for attaining it. 


This, at leaſt, is talking intelligibly. But 
to ſpeak the Language of the Popiſb Schools, 
and talk of decreeing All Things at once, or 
by one ſingle indiviſible Act, is, I humbly 


_ conceive, 70 darken the Divine Counfels, 
(or Decrees) by Words without Knowledge, 


and 


| * 5 _ 
and to expoſe the moſt ſacred Truth to the 
Scorn and Deriſion of Atheiſtical Wits. 
But if there was no neceſſary continued Suc- 
ceſſion, or proper Duration, from Eternity, 
but only pure neceſſary Exiſtence, without 
Parts or Succeſſion, it follows, that the Du- 
ration we are apt to conceive to have been 
ETERNALLY or without Beginning, may 
as well be called Imaginary Duration, as 
the Space we are apt to conceive to be ex- 
tended beyound the Bounds of the Univerſe, 
INFINITELY or without End, has been 
uſually termed Imaginary Space. To this 
' Purpoſe I find ſome things not impertinent 
(making ſome Allowance for his manner of 
expreſſing them) in the Learned Dr. Fackſon's 
Treatiſe of the Divine Eſſence and Attributes, 
p. 43- ſays he, The Philoſopher ( Ariftotle) 
* who thought all Place or Local Diſtance 
© to be contained within the utmoſt Sphere, 
© (it being contained in nothing elſe ; for 
extra Calum nibil eft, was his Saying) 
© might in congruity, have granted a like 
© Termination or Circumſcription of Suc- 
* ceſſion or Time; unto which, notwith- 
* ſtanding, our Imaginations will not eaſily 
_ © ſubſcribe. For though our Underſtand= 
ing often refutes their Error who deny 
* the Beginning of Time, yet our Senſes 
* ſtill nurſe an Imaginary ſucceſſive Du- 
S ration much longer before the Creation - 


— 2 — Os 1 F 1 
Z e 
1 n n 1 3 ERC...” 
POE 2 —. <3 . . U 


fl 4 2 * — pgs ow 7 . * 1 re K — ä — * a hd 22 > 2 1 * LT. 2 EIN 
Ab, hon, 77 WE 2 Sa 0 * — — . a a 5 = „4 * * » I” * 19 - — bs 2 < — * 
8 * * we N en. — — "A. 4 de = e 2 So - 33 5 — * — * —— — N wy N N 
: SR 2 r 3 13 + b 
p - * A 7 9 3 . 932 0 5 £ N a 
* — — o 3 * a my 1 $6. 4 A * — 0 - n 5 7 2 * 4 x" a ts. GD 4 Ly ln * g — v w — 2 CT OY * W TY 4 
7 4 ky A a4 ax) * —_— — - . * . * * SE, - 1 » * a ic : r 83833 - 0 N of "Oo A 3 > * 5 7% 0 — * . a . 
"OR by 4 25 = ” "_ > - * OE —4 C 7 — - r = _ 1 „ — *% — _ * — * fs - oY \ 2 679 


* EE” — — 2 — —— 2 On £5 
— = 4% * r 2 


guru — — 


n 


* . S AE EE” 1 A 
< 2 f 2 — 3 3 * 
* 2 l _ * * * 3 7 bs * 9 bot AN * — 
4 * 8 5:38 — 7 2 C % 7 -— SS 8 © PAY GSO © LE ra a a * 8 iy © 
9. . . — — — —ä— EEE —— — 2 — UAE * BG DIR $112 rods tn — — — 


= — — — © * 1 ume - . 
neren nn 8 k * 2 * 2 ft, © — * ws — « 
A — — — * ee re Rt» ie ._ . * 2 7 > — 4 F *. R . y n 7 ws " Fo 2 * 3 N A 

* ny 0 7 £ * — * - n ans. 79 — * 4 4 hap, 83 * 2 1 Ic * * 1 1s 4 
r * — png _— 1 8 A Oc ee" *. — — — — — W U 2 222 —— oy 1 4 - g — . — * w o © — — A 3 8 n 7 
ou a, * FA * - 3 > - 1 - 
2 o * a _ of - - 2 < Ha Is Mp. Gy — — 
: KT Wr * — — 2 — > —— — 3 3 2 —_ ” 
. E * 4 . * yu — — 42 — me 4 — * = Cn — — 9 * o e 
8 — — — 2 = n — da — 23 — © * * _ — HB | War 2 a <> 4 — — wS 2322 
- 


— 
— — 

* to 

. 


2 3 * 


* 
— SSA 
— 30) 


4 Sp. = b 
3942 0 * * e. A * o . * 
. B VE AG abit AS YR Et x4 04s B 


82 — 
* 
LS - — 


22 
— 


Fa} 
© the Viſible World, than the Continuation 
* of it hath been”. 3 

Tis therefore according to Him, no Dif. 
fieulty to Reaſon; Underſtanding or Intel- 
left, to conclude there was a Beginning of 
ſucceſſive Duration (and I take all proper 
Duration to be ſucceſſive) but the Difficulty 
is to the Imagination, which, tis confeſled, 
is as unablc -to conceive a Beginning of Suc- 
ceſſion and Duration as it is te, conceive an 
End of Space. {7 Þ | 

To conclude this Argument, Let us fol- 
low the Conduct of Reaſon, and leave the 
Abſurdities of Abſolutely Infinite Number, 
Space and Duration on the Side of Atheiſm, 
to which they properly belong, and which 
has nothing to ſupport it's Phantaſtick Schemes 
but the Power of Imagination. 

Here I cannot omit obſerving, that the 
whole Diſpute between Irreligion and Reli- 
gion, is nothing elſe but a perpetual Struggle 
between Imagination 'and Reaſon. Reaton 
demonſtrates the Exiſtence of a Firſt Cauſe 
by ſhewing the Abſurdity of an Abſolutely 
Infinite Series or Succeſſion of Cauſes and 
Effects: But Imagination runs up an Eter- 
nal or an Infinite Series of Cauſes and Effects 
as it were, in plain Contradiction to Rea- 
ſon. Reaſon (when inſtructed) eaſily admits 
of a Creation or Production of a new Sub- 
ſtance, by the Firſt and moſt Perfe& Cauſe, 
foraſmuch as Perfect Power cannot but - | 

| tend 


[ 49 ] 

tend to every Effect that implies not a Cone 
tradition : But Imagination, on the contrary, 
oppoſes. ſuch Creation, merely becauſe it 
cannot form an Idea of the Manner of it. 
'The like might be ſhewn with Regard to 
that Abſurd Opinion of the Neceſſity of Hu- 
man Actions, as well as with Regard to thoſe 
of the Abſolute Infinity of Matter, Space, and 
Duration. But could it have been imagined, 
that it ſhould ever have been diſputed by 
Reaſonable Beings, Whether Imagination 
or Reaſon ought to have the Precedence ! 
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* 0 aſſert that PURE CoxTIN GEN. 


cEs cannot be determinately fore 
known, is no Derogation from the Perfeition 
of the Divine K nowledge. 


Had not the Opinion of the Abſolute In- 
Finity of the Divine Nature puzzled and per- 
plexed the Diſpute concerning Contingences, 


tis reaſonable to think it might long ſince 


have been brought to a Deciſion. Tis well 


known that Ariſtotle and Cicero, two of the 


greateſt Men that Greece or Rome ever pro- 


duced, having preſerved themſelves free from 


the Prejudices that have ſince been inſtilled by 


that Opinion, found no Difficalty to conclude, 


that Pure Contingences could not be Abſo- 
lutely or Certainly fore-known by any Being: 
Foraſmuch as no Propoſition relating to ſuch 


Events was either True or Falſe in an Ab- 
ſolute Senſe. 


By Pure Contingences I mean ſuch Events 
as either might or might not, may or may 
not happen; or ſuch Events as neither had 
nor have any thing fixed or determined in 
their Notions 3 to their happen- 
ing. 

The Diſpute concerning Pure Contiogen- 


ces is managed two different ways. 


1. Som 
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I. Some abſolutely deny, that there either 
have been or are any Pure Contingences in 


Nature. For they conclude, That if the 


Divine Knowledge be Abſolutely Infinite (as 
it muſt be if it be the Attribute of an Abſo- 
lutely Infinite Subject) it muſt neceſſarily ex- 
tend to every Event both Good and Evil. 
And to explain this, they ſuppoſe the Divine 
Decrees to have been as Infinitely extenſive as 
the Divine Knowledge; of which they con- 
ceive them to have been as the neceſſary Foun- 
dation. | 

But theſe good People have been already 
ſo loaded with Abſurdities, that I can hardly 
prevail with my ſelf to add any thing to their 
Burthen. Yet I cannot help obſerving, that 
whoever will prove there are no Pure Con- 
tingences or Indetermined Events, muſt farſt 
prove, that there is no proper Liberty or 
Freedom of Acting in Man ; which Liberty, 
if it be at all, muſt conſiſt in Indetermination. 
But if there be no ſuch Purely Contingent 
Events, and no ſuch Liberty in Man, then 
there can be no State of Trial, properly 
ſpeaking, no Virtue nor Vice, no proper Re- 


wards nor Puniſhments, and no ſuch thing 
as Religion; which if it be at all, muſt be a 


_ Reaſonable and moſt Free Demonſtration of 
Gratitude to the Greateſt and Beſt of Beings, 
on whom we depend *. And not only fo, 
but the moſt excellent of Beings, whom 


* See The Chriſtian Keligion founded on Reaſon. p. 13+ 
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they conceive to have neceſſarily decreed 
every particular Event, muſt be Himſelf a 
Dependent and Neceſſary Agent, and by 


conſequence, far from being what we are 


taught to believe he is, Goodneſs it ſelf. 
But ſome People, rather than ſeem to de- 
tract from the Knowledge of God, will not 
only detra& from, but even annihilate his 
moral Perfections. They had rather let him 
be thought Cruel; Unjuſt, and Tyrannical, 
an in any ſort Ignorant. But they may do 


well to conſider, whether it be Ignorance 


not to foreknow Events in ſuch a manner as 
they are Abſolutely incapable of -being fore- 


known. 


Such People, like thoſe primitive Here- 


ticks the Gnoſticks, ſeem to prefer Know- 
ledge before Virtue, and to imagine that in 
defending the Canfe of God (as they fondly 
call it) if they but exalt his Sovereignty and 
Foreknowledge, they may freely depreſs his 
Goodneſs, Mercy, Juſtice, Gc. But they may 
likewiſe do well to conſider, that the Exerciſe 
of God's Sovereignty is ever regulated by 
the moſt Conſummate Goodneſs, Clemency, 
and Equity, and that his Foreſight or Fore- 
knowledge of his Creatures and their Affairs, 
could be no Eſſential or Neceſſary Perfection, 
unleſs Neceſſity of Action and Dependence 
were ſuch Perfections: As was before ob- 
ſerved. N 1 


ES]... 
If we do not think fit to aſſert, that every 
ſuppoſed Particular Being is a Part of the 
Eternal or Original Being, we cannot affirm 
them to have been Neceſlarily the Objects of 
his Eilential Knowledge, without ſuppoſing 
they were known by Virtue of ſome Extrin- 
ſecal Neceſſity. But the Suppoſition of ſuch 
an Extrinſecal Neceſſity cannot but infer an 
Eſſential Dependence on the Creatures. As 
for the Argument drawn from Eternal 
Truths, to prove Eternal Decrees and Fore- 
knowledge, it has been proved elſewhere to 
be of no Weight ; no more than the Scripture 
Texts quoted to that End“. On which Occa- 
fion I ſhewed at large, that ſuch Propoſitions 
as relate to the Eſſences of things (ſuch as 
A Circle has equal Diameters, &c.) were 
no diſtin& Eternal Truths, being Identical 
and importing no more than this, 8. 4 
Circle is nothing elſe but a Circle, and the 
like; and that therefore it is ridiculous to 
think that Particular Eternal Decrees were 
neceſſary to found or eſtabliſh the Truth 
of ſuch Propofitions. And as for ſuch other 
Propoſitions as relate to the Exiftence and 
Actions of Things not yet in Being, (ſuch 
as SOCRATES will or will not Diſpute, 
and the like) I obſerved, that they cannot, 
in an Abſolute Senſe, be affirmed to have 
been Eternally True, without begging the 
Queſtion in Debate, or ſuppoſing thoſe very 


* Impartial Enquiry p. 59. 
Eternal 
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Eternal Deerees they are deſigned to prove. _— 
From whence I inferr'd that they were E- For 
ternally True only in a Conditional or Con- den 
tingent Senſe; TE the 
The zealous Patrons of Abſolute and Uni- doit 
verſal Decrees and Foreknowledge go yet Fer 
farther, and ſay that, The End fer which chic 
God decree'd or fore-ordain'd whatſtever TH 
Should come to paſs, was not only the Per- Dec 
{ion of his Knowledge, but the Glory of the 
all his other Attributes, and particularly of his "8. 
Juſtice in puniſhing Sinners. 2 
But is this talking agreeably either to ; 
Reaſon or the 'Tenor of the Scriptures ? Is Cor 
it not as much as to aſſert, not only that the terr 
Beſt of Beings had in his very Nature a led 
Principle of Severity (to ſay no worſe, tho eve 
they give it the Name of Juſtice) which Prin- 1 
ciple of Severity he could not but gratify to | 
by decrecing Creatures and All Events rela- _— 
ting to them, with Deſign to render them ay 
miſerable; which if he had not done, He Ks 
himſelf could not have been either Glorioys or (in 
Happy 2 Is it not, in Effect, to fay, that be c 
he naturally delighted in the Death of a fer 
Sinner, rather than in bis turning from his dilit 
Eil Ways ? | Ina 
If, in Oppoſition to this way of thinking, be { 

I have elſewhere * aſſerted, that the Princi- 59 l 
pal End of the Deity in Decreeing and bill 
Creating, was the Happineſs of bis Cy ba- 1 
vr 


Impartial Enquiry. p. 128. | 
Zures 
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Zures, I muſt humbly beg their Excufe, 
For the Happineſs of the Creatures, is evi- 
dently the End which he chiefly purſues in 
the Courſe of his Providence; and in ſo 
doing, he moſt brightly diſplays the Glorious 
Perfections of his Nature. But that which is 
chiefly purſued in the Courſe of Providence, 
could not but be principally deſigned in his 
Decrees and Works of Creation. And this is 
the more evident, becauſe He himſelf was 
indigent of nothing, and his Eſſential Glory 
could admit of no Acceſſion or Increaſe. 
2. 'There are others who allow Pure 
Contingences, or Events Abſolutely Inde- 
termined, but yet ſay, the Divine Foreknow- 
ledge, being 'Abſolutely Infinite, extends 
even to Them. 1 

That the Deity might decree, in General, 
to leave ſome Events in a State of Indeter- 
mination, ſo as to be capable of happening 
or not happening according to the Indeter- 
mined Influence of their reſpective Cauſes 
(in which Caſe even Contingency it ſelf muſt 
be conceived as the Effect of a Divine Decree) 
ſeems clear, For as he decreed the Muta- 
| bility of the Motions and Actions of ſome 
Inanimate and Irrational Beings, ſo he may 
be ſuppoſed, for much more important Ends, 
to have decreed the Contingency or Muta- 
bility of the Proper Actions of Rational Be- 
ings. But to allert, that thoſe Indetermined 
' vx Contingent Actions and Events _ be 
: Par- 


: — 1 
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Particularly and Determinately foreknown, 
if it be not a Contradiction, (as I think it 
is) is at leaſt an inexplicable Paradox. 
This, I conceive, will more fully appear 
from the following Arguments, which may 
ſerve inſtead of all others. 5 


„ Þ WP 
THE Foundation of Knowledge muſt 


be the Truth of Things and of Propo- 
ſitions relating to Things. Conſequently, 


there can be no Abſolute, Definite or De- 
terminate Foreknowledge where the Truth 


of Things and Propoſitions. is not Abſolutely 


defined or determined. But the Truth of 


Pure Contingences and of Propoſitions rela- 


ting to Them (ſuch as SOCRATES May or 


may not difpute) is not Abſolutely defined 
or determined to one Side, but is indifferent 


to Either. Therefore Pure Contingences can- 
not be Abſolutely, Certainly, or Determi- 


nately Foreknown, {9 
For to ſay, that what is Abſolutely In- 


determined, and conſequently Uncertain, is 


Certainly or Determinately Foreknown, or 
Foreknown as Certain or Determined, is 
(as we elſewhere obſerved) to ſay, that it 


is Foreknown not as it Self but as Another - 


Thing, 7. e. to fay that it is not Foreknown 
® 1mpartial Enquiry, p. 108. 


a 


* 
tall, even while we aſſert it to be Fore- 
known. "oY 

Some (with Boztius *) may object, That 
what'is known, is not known according to 
its own Power or Capability of being known, 
but according to the Power or Capacity of 
the Being that knows it. | 
But this is juſt the ſame as if they ſhould 
| fay, A Figure is not therefore ſeen to be 
Round or Square becauſe it is ſo in it ſelf, 
but it is therefore Round or Square, becauſe 
it is ſeen to be ſo. 

The Notion of Eternity's being Intermi- 
nabilis Vite tota ſimul & perfecta Poſſeſſio, 
or The Perfect Poſſeſſion of an Infinite Life 
at once; was the Cauſe that Poctius aſſerted, 
That God ſaw ſuch Contingences from Eter- 
nity : From whence he concluded, that they 
were ſtrictly Future in the Courſe of Things, 
and that they came to paſs Neceſſarily. Not 
that he imagined them to have been pre- 
determined, or to have had any Neceflity 
in their own Nature, but becauſe he ima- 
gined God Neceſſarily or Eternally ſaw them 
as Preſent. ETD 
But the ſuppoſed Neceſſary, Eternal or 
Abſolute Knowledge of All Events, I have 
ſhewn to derogate from the Perfection and 
Independence of the Deity; who was in- 
digent of nothing, and whoſe Perfection 

* In Lib. 5. de Conſol. Phileſ, 
and 


„1 
and Happineſs did not depend on the Ex- 


iſtence (much leſs on the Knowledge) of any 
other Being. . 


This Notion of Bo#tius, viz. That E. 


ternity is All Preſent, was derived from 
the Opinion of an Abſolute Infinity, and has 
cauſed the Learned, for many Ages, quite 
to invert the very Order of Nature, by 
aſſerting, that the Knowledge of Things as 
Preſent, did not Neceſſarily follow their 
Actual Exiſtence ; but the reverſe. 

"Tis confeſs'd, the Scripture ſays, A 
Things are naked and open to the Sight of 


God, and that He calls Things that are 
not, as if they were. But theſe and the 


like Texts need ſignify no more than the 
certain Knowledge either of Things Actu- 


ally exiſting, or of Things that are Abſo- 


lutely and Particularly Decree'd, without 
the leaſt Reference to Pure Contingences. 


A R G. II. 
VERY Event that is Foreknown, muſt 


be Foreknown either in it ſelf or in its 


Cauſe. But ſince every Event, conſidered 
Abſolutely or in it ſelf, is Indifferent either 
to Be or not to Be, therefore ſuch Events 
as are the Objects of Forcknowledge, can- 
not be Foreknown in Themſelves, but in 
their Cauſes It therefore plainly _— 
| that 


Fe bw. 4 mie 


a ma aA, w- A 


a - an © Sa FREY a + @T 


[ 59 ] 
that if the Cauſes have no Certain or Neceſ- 
ſary Connection with the Events, the E- 
vents, being in Themſelves Indifferent, In- 
determined and Uncertain, cannot be Certain- 
ly Foreknown. But Pure Contingeaces are 
ſuch Unconnected, Indifferent, Indetermined, 
and Uncertain Events, and therefore cannot 
be determinately or certainly Foreknown. 
Nor can the Preheminence or Prerogative 
of any Being (with the utmoſt Reverence 
be it ſpoken) ſo change the Nature of 
Things as to work Contradictions, by ren- 
dering Uncertain - or Indetermined Events 
Certain, at the ſame time that they are Un- 
certain or Indetermined. 
From theſe two Arguments, I infer it 
as a Certain or Infallible Conſequence, that 
Pure Contingences, having no Fixed or De- 
termin'd Notions, and therefore being in 
that Reſpect to be reputed as Pure Nothings, 
cannot be Objects of Particular Determinate 
Foreknowledge ; and likewiſe, that the 
Deity may Foreknow All Things, with- 
out Foreknowing Pure Contingences with a 
Certain, Particular, Determinate Foreknow= 
ledge. 1 BR 
I his, as I take it, makes good the Pre- 
ſent Propoſition, viz. That 70 aſſert that 
Pure Contingences cannot be Determinately 
Foreknown, is no Derogation from the 


Verfection of the * ne Knowledge. 


But 


[ 66 ] 

But 1 apprehend it may ſtill be quietied, 
Do not the Seripture | Prophecies imply a 
Certain Foreknowledge of Events? 

Anſev. Ves, of all Events that were Ab- 
ſolutely Predecree'd or Predetermin d. 

Even the Learned Dr. Twiſs *, rather 


than allow that any Event could be Cer- 


tainly Foreknown that was not Abſolutely 
Decree'd, thought proper to aſſert, that 
what is called "the Permiſhve Decree of 
God, is efficacious even in the moſt Horrible 
Chimes. 

But are there not pure Contingences, or 


Indetermined Events, ſometimes foretold in 


Scripture Prophecies? What think you of the 


Cafe of Judas in ing, and of Peter 


in Denying our Saviour ? 
Anſev. The Act of Betraying cannot by 
any means be allowed to have been a Pure 
Contingence. For it is plainly faid to have 
en by rhe Determinate Counſel and PFore- 
ent. age of God f. And as for the Cafe 
of Peter in Deny ing, I can ſee no Difficulty 
in it. For notwithſtanding the ſeeming Re- 
ſolution of Peter, we may well ſuppoſe our 
Saviour knew him to be ſtruck with Doubts 
and Fears, and could from thence eaſily 
ſoreſee, that to ſecure Himſelf, if queſtion d, 


* Synod: of Dor and ArLzs reduced to Prafice, p. 18, 19; 


20, 49, 66. 
| + See Impartial Enquiry.” p. 117. 
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he would make no Scruple to Deny him; 
And as for the Circumſtances of his Denial, 
they need no Explanation, but may eaſily 
be accounted for. „ «3-230 
But with Regard to Prophecies in Gene- 
ral, I ſhall crave Leave to obſerve as fol- 
lows. | | 2 
Tis moſt certain, that a bare Declaration 


of the uſual Courſe of Events, if it pro- 


ceeded from a Perfect Knowledge of the 
Manner wherein Human Liberty is moſt apt 
to exert its Actions, may ſometimes be ſo 
punctually verified as to render it undiſtin- 
guiſhable from an Abſolute Prophecy of De- 
termined Events. The punctual happening 
of Events depending on Human Liberty 
is therefore far from being always an Infal- 
lible Proof of a Certain Determinate Fore- 
knowledge of ſuch Events. Some Events 
therefore may ſeem Abſolutely determined, 
and yet be purely Contingent, and conſe- 
quently (as I. humbly conceive) not Abſo- 
lutely foreknown ; and other Events, which 


ſeem moſt Contingent, may perhaps have 


been Abſolutely determined and foreknown. 
Even ſome Human Actions, foretold in the 
Scripture Prophecies, though ſeemingly Evil, 
may have been Abſolutely predetermined by 
the Sovereign of the World for the Sake of 
a Greater Good", In which caſe, they 

79 8 * See The Impartial Enq. p. 113. Ts | 
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. 
could not be completely Free, and by con- 
ſequence, they could not be Pure Contingen- 


ces. And on the other ſide, ſome Actions, 


in themſelves Good, may not have been Ab- 
ſolutely Predetermined, and conſequently 
may have been Contingent. For Example. 
The Betraying of our Saviour, which, one 
would think, if any thing, was a Pure 


Contingence, was notwithſtanding Abſolutely 


Decree'd and Predetermin d; and yet the 


repenting of the King and People of Nzneveb, 


which prevented the fullfilling of Fonah's 
Prophecy, was not (as we have great Rea» 
ſon to think) Abſolutely decree'd or prede- 
termin d, and therefore was a Pure Contin- 


gence, or the Effect of Liberty. Beſides 


all this, tis certain, that divers Expreſſions 
in Prophecies, as likewiſe in Parables, ſerve 
only for Embelliſnmment. Others are Enig- 


matical, and deſigned partly for caſting a 


Shade or Obſcurity over the main Scope 
of the Prophecy or Parable, Tis there- 
fore no more Neceſſary that all the Circum- 
ſtances of a Prophecy ſhould have a Deter- 
minate Event, than that every Circumſtance 
of a Parable ſhould have a Moral Meaning. 
So that, upon the whole, there can never 
be any Infallible Proof of the. certain Fore- 
knowledge of a Pure Contingence (or Free 
Action) from any Scripture Prophecy or 
reputed Prophecy. OD 
=— 1 Thus; 
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Thus, if we can but extricate oir ſelyes 


from the Difficulties and Perplexities in which 
we have been ſo long involved by the O- 
pinion of the Abſolute Infinity of the Divine 
Nature, this Diſpute may, it's humbly con- 
ceiv'd, be brought to a fair Deciſion, with- 


out derogating in the leaſt from the Genuine 


Perfection of the Divine Knowledge. 
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PROP. VIL 
THE Human Sour is neither 
'& Matter nor pure Spirit, but a Be- 
ing of a Middle Nature between the 


Deity, who is puRELY ACTIVE, and 
Matter, which is eurRELY PASSIVE: 


The thick Darkneſs that has involved 
our. Idea of the Divine Being, has, to a 
great Degree, ſpread it ſelf over our Idea 
of the Human Soul, For the Inextenſion of 


the Subſtance of the Deity, having been once 


admitted as a Conſequence of his'4b/olute 
Infinity, the like Inextenſion was ſoon made 
an Attribute of the Human Soul, which 
was ſuppoſed to bear a near Reſemblance of 
the Divine Subſtance, as well as of the Di- 
vine Properties. 


The Soul being thus diveſted of Exten- 


ſion, it was, by conſequence, ſtripp'd of 


Solidity, and declar'd unquality'd either for 
External Senſation or Local Motion in a 
ſeparate State ; unleſs in one of thoſe E- 
therial or Aerial Vehicles or Chariots which 
Plato charitably beſtowed on it. But this, 
it ſeems, was not ſufficient. For ſome other 
_ Philoſophers proceeded ſo far as quite to 
{trip the Soul not only of All that was 
ſtrictly material, but even of All that could 
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be deemed Subſtantial, and to reduce it 
either to a Pure Act without an Agent, or 
to a mere Complication of Active Powers, 
without any Proper Subject. And to add 
no more at preſent (for there is ſcarce any 
End of theſe Abſurdities:) Others proceeded 
to ſuch a Degree of Diſtraction as to aſſert, 
that it was All in every part of its Body; 

which wild Aſſertion is allowed by Dr. Cu. 
Worth to be a Neceſſary Conſequence of its 

Inextenſion *. 

Ho ſhocking theſe Philoſophical Dreams 
are to Common Senſe (or to the unprejudi- 
ced Reaſon of Mankind in General) may 
appear by Mr. Locke's Quotation from a 
certain judicious French Author. No 
c Opinion”, ſays that Author, © has been ſo 
cc univerſally received as that of the Immor- 
c tality of the Soul; but its Immateriality is 
* a Truth the Knowledge whereof has not 
© ſpread fo far. And indeed it is extremely 
difficult to let into the Mind of a Sja- 
mite, the Idea of a Pure Spirit (eig. ac- 
* cording to the commonly receiv d Opini- 
on.) This the Miſſionaries, Who have 
been longeſt among them, are poſitive 
* in. All the Pagans of the Eaſt do truly 
© believe, That there remains ſomething 
of a Man after his Death, which ſubſiſts 


— En! and Separately from his 
Intellectual of, p. 782. 


Body. 
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© bute to it all the ſame Members, Gc. 
They only: ſuppoſe, that Souls are of a 


* ſeen or handled. Such were the 
Shades and the Manes of the Greeks 
* and Romans. And 'twas by theſe Fi. 


dies, that Virgil ſuppoſed Aneas knew 
* Palinurus, Dido, and Anchiſes in the 
* other World“. 2 | 
Tho' the more Ancient Philoſophers (as 
well as the Vulgar in all Nations) had ſuch 
groſs Conceptions of the Human Soul, yet 


ſuch Senſations as thoſe of the Soul, is, I 
conceive, ſufficiently demonſtrable. To ſay no. 


neſs) and Internal Activity (or Self. motion) 
the very Nature even of the Soul's External 


ticle of Matter, nor any Compoſition of ſuch 
Particles, nor the Reſult of any ſuch Com- 


of Willing, Reaſoning, and Imagining, which 
riſe as high above the Nature and Capacity 
of Matter, (which, as we have the greateſt 
reaſon to conclude, is nothing elſe but mere 
E 

1 Exten- 


„ Body. But they give Extenſion and 


Figure to that which remains, and attri- 


0 Matter ſubtile enough to eſcape being 


* gures of Souls, anſwerable to thoſe of Bo- 


the natural Incapacity of Matter to receive 
thing of Internal Senſation (or Self-conſciouſ- 
_ Senſations proves it to be neither a Single Par- 


poſition F. Add to theſe, its noble Faculties 
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Extenſion, Solidity and Paſſive Mobility) as 
the Heavens are above the Earth, Among 
which Faculties of the Soul the Facul- 
ty or Power of Willing is particularly res 
markable; being a Principle of ſuch Force 
that it cannot be governed by the moſt 
impetuous, Motions of the Blood and 
Animal Spirits: Which clearly demon- 
ſtrates that it proceeds not from Them. 

On the other hand, the Nature of the 
very ſame Senſations (viz. ſuch as are 
called External Senſations) all which ap- 

ear to be excited by the Impreſſions of the 
Particles of Matter both without and with- 
in the Body, ſeems (if we will reaſon like 


Philoſophers, and not call in the Divine 


Power to caule or aſſiſt our Senſations without 
neceſſity) plainly to demonſtrate, that the 
Soul, which receives thoſe Impreſſions, is 


not void of Extenſion and Solidity ; with- 


out which it would be abſolutely Incapable 


of being immediately wrought upon by 


the Motions and Impreſſions of Matter. 
The Natural Inference from this is, That 


she Human Soul, ſince it is neither Purely 


 Aftive nor Purely Paſſwoe, is a Being ef 


a Middle Nature between Pure Spirit 


(viz, the Deity, who is Purely Alive) 


and Matter (which is Purely Paſſive: ) 


So that as, with Regard to its Adtioe 


Powers, it bears the Image of the Deity, 
„ o 


1681 

fo with Regard to its Subſtance, it nearly 
Feſembles Matter. 75 

The Opinion that the Human Soul is 
entirely void of Extenſion and conſequently 
of Solidity, is uſually conceived to infer 
its being qualified for penetrating the very 
Subſtance of Matter or Bodies. And as 
what is deemed to be entirely void of 
Extenſion and Solidity cannot be ſuppoſed 
to fill Place, it has been gravely diſputed 
in the Popiſh Schools, Whether All Se- 
parate Human Souls, (and eyen All 
Created Spirits) might not, by mutual Pe- 
netration, co-exiſt in the minuteſt Point of 
Space; or as ſome have merrily expreſſed it, 
whether they might not dance Millions to- 
gether on the Point of a Needle. 
But as the Principles, from which this 
ſuppoſed want of Extenſion and Solidity is 
derived, are wrong, (asI think has been ſhewn 
in The Impartial Enquiry,) I hope I may 
be allowed the Liberty of propoling a Que- 
ſtion, eig. Whether it be not more agree- 
able both to Scripture and Reaſon to ſuppoſe 
that it is the . peculiar Prerogative of the 
Eternal Being, (who alone is impaſſible,) to 
penetrate, as well as to create and ſuſtain 
the. Subſtance of Matter and of All other 
Beings ? If it be anſwered in the Affirma- 


| tive, it will abundantly confirm what I have 


elſewhere offered on this Subject *. 
2 See Free Thoughts concerning Souls p. 30: 


PROP; 
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PROP. VIII. 


T HE Propagation of the Malignity 
II ff Avpani's firſt Sin, is a Doctrine 
not eaſily reconcileable to the Fuſtice of 
God; of the Nature of which we are 
ſufficient Judges. 


Tho' the Opinion of the Abſolute Infinity 
of .the Divine Nature has praduced a Per- 
ſuaſion in many, that the Juſtice of God (as 
well as all his other Attributes) is Abſolutely 
Incomprehenſible to Us; yet ſince the Great 
God Himſelf (as we think we have Reaſon 


to believe) has condeſcended to appeal to 


Us to judge of the Equity or Juſtice of 
His Proceedings, by ſaying Are not my 
Ways E uAL e Gc. tis with me paſt all 
Doubt, that we are ſufficiently capable of 
judging of Right and Wrong. 

But, ſetting aſide the Traduction or Pro- 
pagation of the Soul (which is now generally 


exploded, as well as its Pre- exiſtence) what 


Juſtice or Equity can we perceive in infuſing 


purely innocent Souls into Bodies infected 


with the Malignity of Sin 2 Would thoſe 
Innocent Souls, had it been propoſed to their 
Choice, have accepted of Exiſtence in an 


embodied State, upon the hard Condition of 
animating ſuch infected Bodies 2 To animate 


a Body 


[ 70 ] 

2 Body infected with merely Corporeal Diſ- 
eaſes, is a Caſt not parallel to This. Merely 
Corporeal Diſeaſes may be improveable to 
good Ends, and at laſt curable ; but this Diſ- 

eaſe is ſuppoſed to be neither improveable to 
fuch Ends nor wholly curable in the Preſent 
State. Merely Corporeal Diſeaſes render 
us ſubject to Pains but of ſhort Continuance, 
and to Temporal Death. only ; but this 
Difeaſe is conceiv'd to expoſe us tp never- 

ending Miſery, and to what is not unfitly 
called Death Eternal. Beſides, to clog Inno- 
cent Souls with Bodies that bear them down 
to the Earth and Sin, and then to puniſh 


them for not ſoaring (like Eagles) towards 
Heaven by the Practice of Virtue ; to de- 


prive them, or fuffer them to be deprived, 
both of Strength and Liberty, and then to 
puniſh them for not breaking their Fetters 
ſounds harſh, and is not eafily reconcileable 
to our Notion of Juſtice. But ſhall not the 
Judge of all the Earth do Right ? © 
The Caſe of the Imputation of Sin for valu- 
able Conliderations, is a Caſe of a quite 
different Nature, and may, I conceive, be 
defended: without any Reflection on the 
Divine Juſtice. But the Propagation of Sin, 
by way of Puniſhment, is what I cannot 
defend; and I believe the greateſt Wits, 
that have attempted its Defence, have been 
incapable of ſatisfying Themſelves, @ = 
k. . : 1 1 8 | 3 How 


be * 
714 

How much more agreeable to Reaſon and 
Juſtice is it to ſuppoſe, that as only the 
Guilt of our Sins was imputed to the Saviour 
of the World (who is ſtiled 25e Second A. 
Adam) and not the Malignity of them infuſed 
into Him, ſo only the Guilt of the Hrſt 
Adam's Tranſgreſſion was imputed to his 
Poſterity, without the Infuſion of its Malig- 
nity? Yet its very remarkable, that on the 
Account of the Imputation of Guilt alone, 
our Saviour is ſaid to have been made Sin 
for Us; which is as ſtrong an Expreſſion as 
any that is ſuppoſed to import our Infe&ion 
or Corruption by the Malignity of the Fir/f 
Adam's Offence, | 

If divers of the Ancient Fathers have aſ- 
ſerted this Opinion of the Propagation of 
the Malignity of the Firſt or Original Sin, 
it may not therefore be concluded to be 
ever the leſs an Error. For it was Error 
that induced them to aſſert it; if the Opinion 
of the Abſolute Materiality of the Human 
Soul, and its Propagation, together with 


its Body, from our Original Parent, be 


juſtly reputed an Error. 

That ſome of thoſe Pious Fathers (by in- 
terpreting the Figurative Texts of Scripture 
in a Literal Senſe, and by allegorizing others) 
have fallen into very groſs Errors in Divini- 
ty, is well known. And as for their Skill 
in Philoſophy, we may make a Judgment of 

| | | It 
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it by their Notion of the Univerſe; whick 
they (adhering to the Literal Senſe of cer- 
tain Texts) conceivd as a ſpacious Edifice 
of which the Heavens were the Roof, and 
the Earth, ſtretched out as a Plain, the 
Foundation. 3 Xi 
As for ſuch Texts of Scripture as are ſup- 
poſed to favour this Propagation of Original 
Corruption, and which muſt be confeſt/d 
to be highly #% ard; they have been im- 
partially conſidered elſewhere . I ſhall 
therefore only remark, 'That it is certainly 
the Priviledge of Reaſon, to endeavour to 
diſtinguiſh between what is Proper and 
what is Figurative in the Inſpired Writings 
or Scriptures, with a due Regard to the ge- 
neral Scope of thoſe Divine Writings, and to 
the Nature of Things. For that it was not 
the Deſign of the Divine Infpirer of the 
Scriptures, to render Human Reaſon entire- 
ly uſeleſs, or to baniſh Real Philoſophy, 
is, I think, plain from the ſeeming Oppo- 
ſition of divers Texts, which if we ſhould 
exclude the Uſe of Reaſon, might neyer 
be capable of being reconciled. If there- 
fore a Text leſs Figurative could be al- 
ledged in fayour of the Propagation of the 
Malignity of the Firſt Sin, though I ſhould 
not (with the Zezws) refer it to the coming 
of Elias, yet I ſhould at leaſt refer it to 


® Sce Chriſtian Religion founded on Reaſon p. 129. he 
33 the 


[ 73 ] 1 
the Time of a more clear Illumination: 
Which Illumination, whenever it happens, 
will not, I am confident, entirely exclude 
the Uſe of Reaſon ; which I take to be as 
a Ray or Emanation from Him who is the 
Reaſon or Wiſdom of the Father, and 25 
Light that lighteth every Man that comes 
into the World 7 e 

But if Men will let looſe the Reins to 
their Imaginations in Commenting on the 
Figurative Expreſſions of Scripture, they 
need not wonder if they exceed the Bounds 
of Truth as well as of Reaſon, | 

By what has been ſaid under the Six laſt 
Propoſitions, 'tis very natural to obſerve 
what a Malignant Influence the Opinion of 
an Abſolute Infinity has on all or moſt 


| Diſputes concerning Religious Subjects. 


And how many ill Conlequences flow di- 
realy from that Opinion, (which I cannot 
but look upon as an Inexhauſtible Sourſe of 
Errors and Paradoxes) may be ſeen in the 
Impartial Enquiry. 
And ſhall we ſtill be content to tread 
the .Maze of Error, into which the Intereſt 
of ſome, and the Prejudice, Indolence, and 
Inadvertence of Others, have led the Chri- 
ſtian World 2 When ſhall we tree our ſelves 
from that Scandal to Human Nature, an 
Implicit Faith, which though condemned 
only in the Papiſto, - too common ng 
ro- 
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' Proteſtants ? Let us ſhew our ſelves Men, 
and exert all our Faculties in diſcover- 
ing and embracing Truth! Truth is the 
nobleſt Object of our Eſteem. God is 
the Firſt or Original Truth, and all the 
Knowledge we can acquire of the moſt 
valuable Truths, depends on the Knowledge 
we are capable of acquiring of His Nature and 
Perfections. To obſcure His Idea by ground- 
leſs Notions and needleſs Difficulties, is to 
attempt to blind the very Eye of Reaſon, and 
to involve Mankind in Inextricable Error. 
Tis to diſarm our ſelves of our Weapons 
_ againſt the Adverſaries of Religion, bon at 
the ſame time, to arm our ſelves againſt each 
other. On the contrary, to free the Divine 
Idea from groundleſs and unneceſſary Difh- 
culties, is the moſt effectual Way to ſtop 
the: Mouth of Atheiſm, and to Silence the 
moſt clamorous Diſputes among Chriſtians. 
May Truth ſhine out, and Error vaniſh, like 
Fogs and Darkneſs at the approach of the 
Sun ! SN | 
IJ To conelude. If by theſe and the for- 
mer Eſſays, I can convince ſome People, that 
it was not ſo much through want of Faith, 
as through want of Free and Impartial Rea- 
ſoning that many (even of the moſt Learned) 
have gone into wrong and extravagant Ways 
of Thinking about Matters of the Greateſt 
Importance, I ſhall think my Pains well be- 
ſtowed. | Sears 
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